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Executive Summary

This commander-directed investigation {(CDI) grew out of an Air Ferce Office of Special
Investigations (AFOSI) tnvestigation into alleged drug use. In the process of investigating
alleged deug use, AFOST discovered evidence that implicated 98 junior officers m the potential
compromise of intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) combat crew knowledge test material at
Malmstrom Air Force Base (AFB}. The AFOSI retained 10 of the 98 cases because they inclhuded
compromise of ¢lassified material. The other 88 cases were recommended for inclusion in this
CD1I because they involved the compromise of only unclassified test material. Lt Gen Stephen
Wilson, commander, Air Force Global Sirike Command {(AFGSC), appointed Lt Gen James
Holmes, vice commander, Ay Education and Training Conunand, to conduct the CDI into these
88 cases.

The Malmstrom AFB test compromise involved officers sharing monthly knowledge test
answers with other officers who had vet to take the tests. Based on AFOSIT investigations, the
CDI substantiated the allegations against 79 of the officers in seven categories. Evidence
supports that 15 of the officers sent, received, and soliciied test material; 13 officers sent and
received test material; four officers only seat test material; nme officers solictied and received
test material; the largest group, 30 officers, received test material; three officers solicited but did
not receive test material; and five officers had direct knowledge that tests were being
compromised and failed to report it to the command chain, The remaining allegations against
ning of the Malmstrom officers were considered unsubstantiated due to lack of credible evidence.
These &8 CIDI investigations are considered closed and are forwarded for action as part of this
report.

Lieutenant General Wilson also tasked Licutenani General Holmes (o examine the training and
testing culture and leadership environment within Twentieth Air Force and the 341st Missile
Wing (MW} 1o determine what role they may have played in test compromise events. The CDI
team visited the operational missile wings at F. E. Warren AFB, Wyoming; Minot AFB, North
Dakota; and Malmstrom AFB, Montana, and the ICBM Initial Skills Training Group at
Vandenberg AFB, California. The team observed raining and testing, administered surveys, and
conducted focus group sessions with conmpany-grade officer crew members, students, mstructors,
and evaluators. Finally, the team also inferviewed squadron, group, and wing leadership at all
four locations and considered evidence from past inspections and investigations.

The CDI adapted the “Reason Model of Human Errot” {0 examine three systemic layers:
organizational culture, leadership, and preconditions. Analysis identified factors in each of these
overlapping layers which played a role in creating an eaviromment where ICBM crew members
could compromise or fail o report compromuse of test material. The mdividual acts that
compromised monthly ICBM knowledge testing in the 341st MW were also influenced in part by
Air Force, AFGSC. and Twentieth AF organizational tmpacis on training and testing culture.
Although there 18 no evidence that the 341st MW’s leadership condoned or had specific
knowledge about the sharing of monthly knowledge test material, leadership actions in the 341st
Operations Group (OG) played a role in 1S gecurrence,




The CDI team proposed recommendations in four areas that should be implemented across the
enterprise: reforming organizational culture, empowering crew commanders, improving the
guality und purpose of training, and reforming testing and evaluation.
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_ DEPSRTHENT OF THE AR PORCE
HEADOUARTERS AW FORUE SLOBAL STRIE 0D

JAR 30 20
MEMORANDUM FOR LT GEN JAMES M. HOLMES

FROM: AFGSOCO
245 Dhavis Avenue Bagt, Ruite 200
Barksdele AFB LA TILIC

SUBIECT, Commucder-Directad Investgation (O inte HURM Testing Cultare, Makusirom
Alr Foree Base, MT sl 2 Alr Foloe

. Youare appointed w0 conduet  CD into fhe ciroumstances and causes of die Malnsgrom
AFR test compromise, including, but not Hmted to:

. training and festing cullure; and
b, leadership environment and oversight {Malmstrom AFB aad 28 AP

2. This is vour prlmary duty (no leave, emporary duty, or sther duties) unless expressly
diseussed and penminied by me, wail complotion of this duty and subrdssion of an acceptable
Teport. Youare authorized 1o interview persorme], take swom statements or testimony and
examine aod copy any and alb relovant Alr Poree records; files, and correspondence gormane 10
this investigation,

3. In eondueting the UDI, follow the galdanee in the Commander-Direcied rvestigation Guide,
Prepare and submit to-me a report of Investigation (o the format i desoribes, Submit the repont
10 me not later than 26 February 2014, unless | grant o weitlen extengion. Please include any
recommendations you deam appropriale, in your repert,

4 You may sot release any infonnation related o this investigation without my petor approval,
This letter and the dnached documents are marked FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY and comtain
information that st be protecied under the Privacy At

5. Col [D)EB] is your designated legal advisor for purposes of fis U1 Other subledt
miter enpents will be appeinted as appropeiate 10 suppert you throughout yvour investigation,

6. This leiter snpersedes previous letier, same subjiect, dated 27 Jan 2014,

 [rsignedr |

TN TSR
Lioutonard Genoml, USKF
Commander

Yo Doter andd Assare
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Authority and Scope

Commanders have the inherent authority to conduct a commander-directed investigation (CDI)
1o investigate matters under their command, unless preempied by higher anthority, Pursuant
this authority, Lt Gen Stephen W. Wilson, commander, Air Force Global Strike Command
(AFGS{), appoisted Lt Gen James M. Holmes, vice commander, Air Education and Training
Command (AETO), on 30 January 2014 to conduct an investigation info the circumstances and
causes that allowed the compromise of knowledge tests at Malmstrom AFB, Montana, The CDI
was conduacted from 31 January 2014 to 26 February 2014 at F. E. Warren AFB, Wyoning;
Minot AFB, North Dakota; Malmstrorn AFB, Montana; and Vandenberg AFB, California,

The investigating officer (10} investigated the following issues:

ALLEGATION: Ninety-eight Malmstrom AFB company-grade officers (CGQO) compromised
monthly knowledge tests by sharing answers with other officers who had yet to take the monthly
knowledge tests and/or by farling to report others for doing so.

OTHER FACTORS: The CDI also examined the fraining and testing culture and leadership
environment and oversight within Twenticth Air Force and the 341st Missile Wing o determine
what role they may have plaved in the compromigse of test matenials by ICBM crew members at
Malmstrom AFB.
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Backgreund

Air Force Global Strike Command (AFGSC) is the major command that organizes. trains, and
equips the Air Force's nuclear forces.’ AFGSC exercises command of its ICBM nuclear forces
through Twentieth Air Force.” Twentieth AF exercises Numbered Air Force control over all
three ICBM wings: the 90th MW at F. E. Warren AFB. Wyoming: the 91st MW at Minot AFB,
North Dakota: and the 341st MW ar Malmsirom AFB, Montana.” As one of three missile wings
subordinate to Twentieth AF, the 341st MW defends the United States with safe, secare, and
effective nuclear forces.” It executes this mission by operating and maintaining 15 missile alert
facilities capable of Jaunching 150 Minuteman [II ICBMs.” The 341st MW organizes its missile
combat crews into three missile squadrons (MS) under the 341st Operations Group (OG): the
10th MS, 12th MS, and 490th MS. Training and testing of missile crew members are provided by
the 3415t Operations Support Squadron (0SS), which also falls under the 3415t OG.°

Missile combat crew members (MCCM) begin their training at Vandenberg AFB, California,
where they undergo nitial skills training (IST).” This course consists of 100 days of mstruction
and includes classroom and simulator training sessions.” The course’s objective is to provide
students with 2 core understanding of how to operate the Minuteman I weapon sysiem.
Throughout training, students’ performance 18 measured during four-hour simulator evaluations
in which they respond to a diverse assortment of weapon system indications and wartime
scenarios, Upon graduation, studeats are relocated 1o one of the three ICBM wings to receive
final certification in operating the weapon system and to perform their operational mission.

Upon arriving at their respective missile wing, MCCMs receive mission qualification fraining
(MQT) that valdates their IST and provides final preparations for them to transifion 1ato ther
operational positions.” MQT consists of classroom training on local procedures, missile safety,
and nuclear surety, onentation tours of a mussile alert facility (MAF) and launch control center
{L.CCy; and 2 minimum of three simulator sessions.'” Each member receives weapon system,
HCBM codes handling, emergency war orders (EW0), and Personnel Reliability Program (PRP}
certifications, administered by the squadron commander or a subiect matier expert (SME}

CSee G-1200
ibid

ihid.

CSee G-121,
thid.

thid,

CSee G-131,
CSee G-134,
- See G-62.
0. thid.
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designee.!’ Following these events, MCCMs are able to perform operational nuclear alerts at
active LCCs.*?

This begins the MCCMs™ initial four-year crew tour as a missile operations officer (referred o as
a “mussileer”). This crew tour is standardized across the three missile wings in Twentieth AF. All
missileers spend approximately two vears as a deputy missile combat crew commander {referred
to as a “deputy”), with an opporfunity for some o serve as a deputy instructor or evaluator
during those two years. The last two vears of a vussileer’s initial crew tour are typically spent as
a missile combat crew commander (referred to as a “commander™), with another opportunity for
some to serve as a commander instructor or evaluator. A few first-tour commanders are
appointed as flight commanders or “senior” instructors or evaluators, The age of the missile crew
force 1s typically 22-27.

After certification, a regular training cycle begins. All MCCMs receive periodic training to
maintain the operational readiness required to perform thewr glent missions, " This training
consists of classroom and simulator 1nstruction and is given on a monthly basis.'* Every month, a
missileer must attend recurring classroom training in weapon system (T3), codes handling (T4),
and EWO (11)." Additionally, every month a missileer must fake and pass a 20-30 question
knowledge test 1n cach of those three subjects—with a minimum passing score of 90 percent an
each test.'® Additional recurring missile safety and nuclear surety training and testing are
required snnually. 1 Finally, every misstieer must compiete a monthly simulstor session. 1
Failure to meet these requirements resulis in the member being restricted from performing alert
duty in operational LCCs,"” Concepts which are taught in these training sessions are called job
performance requirements (J PR)‘Z{} There are more than 230 unclassified and 135 classified JPR
tasks. and crew members must be trained on cach task at least once over the course of a year.

Upon completion of a missileer’s initial crew tour, some will cross-train into other career fields,
while others will stay in the nuclear and missile operations career ficld. Of those who stay in the
career field, a percentage will become code controllers, EWO mstructors, or wing planners.

P fhul

12, See G-56.
13. See G-58.
14, thid.

15, See G-59.
16, See G-57.
17. See G-55.
18, See G-57.
19, See G-56.
20. See (G-59.




In August 2013, the Air Force Office of Special Investigations (AFOSI) opened an investigation
into alleged drug use by a first Hieutenant assigaed to the mibitary personnel fhight and a second
lieutenant assigned to the services squadron at Edwards AFB, California. A review of the
officers” cell phones identified communication (text messages) from or to an additional 11 A
Force company-grade officers (CGO) assigned o various Air Force bases (Malmstrom AFB; F.
E. Warren AFB: Vandenberg AFB; Los Angeles AFB, Calfornia; Schiiever AFB, Colorado; and
Joint Base Lewis-McChord, Washington). These communications detailed specific illegal drug
use that included synthetic drugs, ecstasy, and a'mphe{mniﬁcs.z]

Two of the 1] identified officers were assigned o Malmstrom AFB. AFOSI was able to
determine both officers were communicating via personal cell phones, discussing both illegal
drug activity and testing material. When APOST analyzed the mmages and text messages on the
phones, they found monthily knowledge test data that was shared with more than a dozen officers
within the 34ist OG. The 341st OG/CC determined that one of the files shared included
classified material. AFOSI obtained a search authorization for the additions] officers’ ¢cell phones
to determine if they also contained classified information. Ultimately, during the course of the
AFOST mvestigation, the number of Malmstrom CGOs identificd by AFOSI who either sent
monthly test guestions/answers, received test questions/answers, solicited but did not receive
testing material, or had knowledge of others sharing test material grew (o 98"

On 24 January 2014, Bog Gen Kevin J, Jacobsen, commander, AFOSI, notitied Air Force senior
leadership that, in his opinion, 88 of the 95 officers suspected of involvement in the sharing of
unciassified test and/or  upauthorized and/or “disqualifymg” material would be  better
evaluated/documented in a CDl—vice an AFOSI crimmal investigation. AFOSI retained the
investigations addressing 10 officers involved in sharing/mishandling classified testing material
because these offenses remain within AFOSIs investigative purview. Three of these 10 officers
were also suspected of illegal drug mvolvement.”

On 27 January 2014, Lt Gen Stephen Wilson, commander, AFGSC, directed 1t Gen James
Holmes to initiate a CPI into the circumstances and causes of the Malmstrom AFB missile test
compromise to mclude the training and testing culture, leadership enviromment, and oversight at
both Malmstrom AFB and Twentieth AF. AFOS] continued to provide investigative support to
the CD1 under the direction of Licutenant General Holmes.

21, Information derived from AFOSE Investigation 806-D-082-A0-3145014041 1621,
22 hud.
23, tbid.
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Allegation, Analysis, and Conclusion
Allegation

ALLEGATION: Nmety-eight Malmstrom AFB CGOs compromised monthly knowledge tests
by sharing answers with other officets who had yet to take the moathly knowiedge tests and/or
by failing to report others for doing so.

All potential offenders were juntor officers and MCCMs and worked in the 10th, 12th, or 490th
missile sguadrons, the 341st OSS, or the support fuactions on the 34ist QG staff * OF the 98
alleged offenders, 75 were Ist or Znd liewtenants. The remaining 23 were capiains. AFOSI
malntains mvestigative control over 10 of the officers. The AFOSI investigations remain active
at the time of the publication of this CDI and are focused on those officers who sent, received, or
mishandled classified testing information. Three of the 10 officers AFOSI continues 1o
investigate are also subject to illegal drug use/distribution allegations, unrelated to the test
<:omg}roz'ni:;e‘25

The remaining 88 officers aliegedly compromised unclassified test material. and these
investigations are documenied in the investigative annex of this report. AFOSIT continued to
provide mvestigative assistance under the direction of the CDI 10, These 88 investigations are
considered closed and ready for command action.

Analysis

To provide scope and context, the CDI ranked the offense categories from the most egregious o
the least. In a case where the subject engaged 1n multiple forms of test compromise, his or her
misconduct was placed into the most egregious conduct category for which it gualified. The CDI
rank ordered offenses this way:

1. Sent test material (most egregious)

2. Solcited test materal

d

. Received test matenial

4. Did not receive test material but knew of others who did (Jeast egregious)

24, See Investigative Annex. Sections ]-8.
25, Imformation derived from AFOS! investigation 806-D-002-A0-31450140411621.
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The CDI applied the “preponderance of the evidence™ evidentiary standard, and the associated
UCMT punitive article 15 provided for each misconduct category. The preponderance of the
evidence standard means substantiated misconduct “more hikely than not” occurred.

Figure 1. Overview of lest comprombse offemes.
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Part 1: Sending Compromised Test Material and Test Answery

The evidence shows that 32 MCCMs sent test information 1o other officers. The earliest test
material transmitted to MCCMs was drawn from a 7 March 2012 monthly knowledge test. The
latest test material sent to other MCCMs was 27 November 2013.% The greatest volume of
material sent and received was drawn from a September 2013 test.”’

The primary evidence in all 32 sending cases was text messages obtained by AFOSI after 1t
exploited phones that were either volunteered by the officers or obtained via court order.” The
text messages usually took ane of two forms, Either the message contained the answers o the
test in text form (e.g., “T3 abbccadacd”), or the text message contained images of test material.®
In one case, text messages were the only evidence.™ In the rernaining 31 cases, there was some
form of corroborating evidence, which could take the form of a confession to related misconduct
(e.g.. receiving test material), evidence that data was sliered or deleted on cell phones, or witness
statements implicating the subject in test compromise activities,”!

Legal Analvsis

It is arguable officers have a duty not to assist other officers in cheating on their monthly
knowledge tests. Therefore, derehiction of duty under Asticle 92 of the UCMJ s a potential
charge for any officer who distributed compromised fest material o other officers. Duty,
however, is usually defined by a “treaty, statute, regulation, lawful order, standard operating
procedure, or custom of the service” (Manual for Courts-Martial [MCM], Sec. IV, Pt 16, para.
¢3a). For a more detailed wreatnient of Article 92, please see the discussion under the “Received
Compromised Test Material” section. Since the CDI could find no clear regulatory guidance
prohibiting distribution of compromised test material, the 10 believes conduct unbecoming an
officer and gentleman under Article 133 is a mote appropriate way o describe the misconduct
associated with distributing compromised test material.

Article 133, UCMJ, conduct umbecoming an officer and a gentleman, requires proof of two
elements:

i. That an officer did or omitted to do certain acts: and

26, See Investigative Annex. Section §, Tab M,

27, See Investigative Annex. Sections -3, Tab D,

28, ibid.

29, See Investigative Annex. Section 3, Tabs A and B.
34, See Investigative Annex. Sections -3

31, ibid.
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2. That, under the circumstances, these acis or omissions constifuted conduct
unbeceming an officer arxd a gentleman,

As used in this article, geatieman includes both male and female commuisstoned
officers, cadets, and midshipmen.

There are cerfain imoral aitributes common to the ideal officer and perfect
gentleman, a lack of which is indicated by acts of dishonesty, unfair dealing,
indecency, indecorum, lawlessness, injustice, or cruelty. Not evervone is or can be
expected (o meet unrealistically high moral standards, but there is a limit of
tolerance based on customs of the service and military necessity below which the
personal standards of an officer, cadet, or nudshipman cannot fall without
seriously compromising the person’s standing as an officer, cadet, or midshipman
or the person’s character as a gentleman. Instances of vielation of this article
include knowingly making a faise official statement, dishonorabie failure (0 pay a
debt, and cheating on an exam.

The act of sending compromised fest material is an affirmative act. In every one of the 32
substantiated sending cases, the subject compieted the activity by sending a fext message whesre
he or she either typed the answers to the test or attached an image of compromised test material
o o text nlr-:ssazge,}’2 The subieet then ook the further step of transmiiting the unauthorized test
material. ™

‘The second element of Article 133 requires that "under the circumstances, the act constifuted
conduct unbeconing an officer and a gentleman.” This is, understandably, a very subjective
standard. However, the 2012 edition of the Manual for Courts-Martial clearly cifes “cheating on
atest” as an exampie of conduct unbeconimg an officer and a gentleman. This example fits well
with the MCM's explanation of the offense, wherein acts of “dishonesty”™ are described as
anathema to the moral attributes expected of officers. If cheating on 4 test s a dishonest act that
is inconsistent with the moral atiributes of an officer, then facilitating the cheating of other
officers must certainly qualify as such an act.

Although corroborating evidence existed for most of the offenders, the CDI concluded that the
text messages alone were enough fo substantiate this offense against all of the subjects. If record
of a sent message was found on the sender’s phone, it meant the sender had the test information

32, Ibid,
33, Ibd.




and atiempted to send it to another officer. If the message was then found on a recipient’s phone,
it meant the subject was successiul in sending compromised test material to that recipient.

Part 2: Solicited Compromised Test Material

The evidence shows that 12 MCCMs asked other MCCMs for unauthorized information
concerning monthly test questions.” The earliest incident of somcone requesting access to
compromised test information was | November 2011, and the most recent mnckdent was 19
November 2013. % Text messages supported all incidents involving the solicitation of
compromised test information,” Typically, the officer asked for infarmation about a specific
variation of one of the three required monthly knowledge tests. * He or she either identified the
desired test material by its acronym {e.g., “TL,” “T3.” or “T4”} or by the descriptive name
associated with the test {e.z., EWO, weapon system [WS], or codesy.™ Ar all times relevant to
the aflegations, Malmstrom proctors possessed two versions of each test.” All MCCMs were
required 1o test on one of the two versions of each test (T1, T3, or T4) each month.* The same
tests were offered throughout all four weeks of the same month, 50 it was possible for an MCCM
who took the test earhier 1n the month to feed relevant formation 10 an MCCM taking the same
test later in the month.*

Legal Analysis

In the case of those who attempted to acquire compromised test material, the CDI viewed this as
an attempt to cheat. An attempt to cheat equates 0 an attempt 1o commit conduct unbecoming an
officer and a pentleman under Article 133 (see rule discussion i previous category). Attempt
(under Article 80} 1s listed as a lesser included offense of Asticle 133 in the MCM,

Under Articte 80, UCMJ, attempt requires proof of four elements:

I, That a subject did a cerfain overt act;

2. That the act was done with the specific intent to commit g certain offense under the
code;

3. That the act amounted to more than mere preparation;

34, Sec Investigative Annex, Sections 4-6.

35, See Investigative Annex. Section 6, Tab A and Section 4, Tab (.
36, See Investigative Annex. Sections 4 and 6.

37, bid.

38, See Investigative Annex. Section 4, Tabs Aand F.

39, See Tab F, Inferview (.

40, See Tab G-21.

41 See Tab F, Inferviews 9, 10, and 11,
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4. That the subject apparently intended to effect the commission of the intended offense.

Preparation consists of devising or arranging the means or measures necessary for
the commission of the offense. The overt act required goes beyond preparatory
steps and 1s a direct movement foward the commission of the offense. The overt
act need not be the last act essential to the consummation of the offense.

In this case, every one of the officers sent a text to another crew member requesting
compromised fest data. That act required the officer to affirmatively compose the message and
then hit the send button on his or her cell phone, The CDI finds that this qualifies as an overt act.

In miost cases, the officer did aot state what he or she intended to do with the information. Noene
of the officers confessed o soliciting compromised test material, and their confiscated text
messages did not state what they intended to do with the information.”” However, there was no
fegally justifiable resson why an MCCM should have advance access to misstle combat crew
monthly knowledge test information. Furthermore, all MCCMs at Malmstrom AFB took the
same three monthly knowledge tests each month {(with two versions of each test possible). The
CD1 finds the most hkely reason these MCCMs solicited test material 18 so they could cheat on
their monthly knowledge tests in violation of Articie 133, conduct unbecoming an officer and a
gentleman.

The act of acquiring compronised test material was the last act necessary before actually using
unauthorized test material to cheat, This goes beyond the mere preparation of figuting out who
has already taken the test that month or scheduling a test later in the month to increase the
apportunity for cheating.

The act of soliciting the test material aiso affected the commussion of the offense. Without
acquiring advance access to the test content, MCCMs could have asked other officers in the class
tor assistance or looked at other crew members’ answer sheets, Both of these activities were
easier to detect by test proctors. By acquiring advance and unauthorized fest information, officers
could cheat while appearing to be using their own work and knowledge.

Part 3: Received Compromised Test Material

Evidence shows that 30 officers received compromised test information but did not solicit or
_ . 41 - e . . . . .
send the information.™ Another 37 officers received test material and were also involved iIn

42, See Investigative Annex. Sections 4 and 6.
43. See Investigative Annex, Section 3.




sending and/or soliciting test material.* In all but one circumstance, discovery of text messages
sent to the officer supported the case.™ As in the discussion under Part 1 (Sending),
compromised test information came in two forms: text messages with answers contained in the
text (e.g., “Codes; abeedacehd™) or messages with attached umages containing test material {e.g.,
a JPEG file).* In the only case not supported by 2 text message, the subject confessed to getting
advance access to g T {EWO) test.

In the majeority of the cases in this category, there was corroborating evidence of test compromilse
misconduct. Forms of corroborating evidence ncluded confessions to receiving test matenal,
deleted message history, test tmages on cell phones, and evidence of a “thanks™ text sent m
response to receiving test material. ™

Legal Analvsis

All of the officers of this investigation were MCCMs subject to the Personal Reliability Program
{PRP), a Department of Defense (DOD) program to “select and maintain reliable individuals to
perform duties associated with nuclear weapons™ (DOD 5210.42-R, para C 1.1.1). The PRP
program has requirements about when to report such mundane nife events as medical
appointments or marital problems. Al MCCMs are briefed on PRP duties——a “spirit and intent”
briefing—when they assume alert status. Part of the briefing describes the duty o notify a
supervisor 1t they are aware of potentially disqualifying information that would deprive them of
their duty. MCCMs are vequired 1o report this disqualifying data whether it relates to their stats
or the PRP status of another MCCM.*

An officer who received compromised test material arguably used that material to cheat on one
of his or her nionthly knowledge tests. In such a case, the officer would be in violation of Anticle
133, conduct unbecoming an officer and gentleman, for cheating (see analysis under
Distribution). However, there are two difficulties in applying that analysis to the case of officers
who received test material, First, it is possible the officer who received the test material did so
without wanting it. The CDi uncovered at least one example of that scenario during the course of
its investigation.”

44, See Investigative Annex, Sections 1, 2, and 4.

45, See Investigative Annex. Section 3, Tab P

46, See investigative Annex. Section 5, Tabs Aand B

47, See Investigative Annex. Section 3, Tab P

48, See Investigative Annex. Section 5, Tab A,

49, See Malmstrom, “Spirit and Infent Brief,” slides 6, 7, 13
30. See Investigative Annex. Section ¥, Tab B.
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Second, it 1s possible that a member mitially wanted the information to use on an examination,
but then later changed his or her mind and decided not {0 use it {for example, it a particularly
vigilant test proctor was in the room for that particular test). Although a member who received
test information may not have cheated under Article 133, he or she would be gullty of derehiction
of duty under the PRP program for not reporting the misconduct of the other MCCM who sent
the test information.

Article 92, UCMJ, dereliction in the performance of duties, requires proof of three elements:

i. That a subject had certain duties;
2. That the subject knew or reasonably should have known of the duties;
3. That the subject was willfully derelict in the performance of those duties.

A duty may be imposed by wrealy, statute, regulation, lawful order, standard
operating procedure, or custom of the service,

Actual knowledge need not be shown if the individual reasonably should have
known of the duties. This may be demonstrated by regulations, training or
operating manuals, customs of the service, academic literature, or testimony,

Willfully means intentionallv. Tt refers to the doing of an act knowmgly and
purposely, specifically intending the natural and probable conseqguences of the act.

DOD Instruction 5210.42-R, Nuclear Weapons Personnel Reliability Program (PRP), provides
that

o (2,75 Individuals anform their supervisors or the cestifyving official when another
individual 1n the PRP appears to be involved in situations that may affect reliability.

» (C3.2.1.3 Good social adjustment, emotional stability, personal integrity, sound judgment,
and allegiance to the United States are examples of Qualifying Criteria under PRP.

» C5.1.7 Poor attitude or lack of mofivation as evidenced by an aberrant attitude or
irrational behavior, inappropriate behavior or mood may be grounds for decertification.

Since each of the officers in s investigation was an MCCM, he or she had PRP responsibilities
under DOD Instrnuction 5210.42-R para C 1.3.1. The duty to inform the supervisor or certifving
officials when potentially disquahiying information (PDI) exists about another person is clearly
stated in C2.7.5 of the regudation.

The officers should have known about the duty to pass PDI about others 10 supervisors from two
sources. First, they were active MCCMs and lived under PRP restrictions every day. Second.,

29




missiie combat crew moembers get a “spirit and infent” briefing where they are told about the
expectations for reporting PDI and what qualifies as PDL™ Every time subjects received
compromised test material from a fellow MCCM, they were aware of potential PDI and should
have reported it to the fellow crew member’s supervisor or certifying official. An officer on PRP
engages in potentially disqualifying PRP behavior for two reasons when he or she shares
compromised test material. First, an officer has shown poor judgment and a lack of personal
integrity by engaging in activity that helps a fellow Airmian cheat. Second, an officer who
facilitates cheating has demonstrated a poor attitude by engaging in Inappropriate behavior,
Rather than follow the required procedure of reporting compromised test material distributors,
officers in the recipient category of test compromise misconduct chose to conceal PDL

Part 4: Had Knowledge of Others ' Misconduct with Advance Test Material

This category had the fewest subjects of the four categories, with only five officers idenutfied as
meeting the criteria (having knowledge of test compromise activity, but no evidence of ever
participating in i), The primary evidence for officers in this category was their confessions or
text message traffic.”

Legal Analysis

The officers in this category are guilty of the same misconduct {dereliction of duty) as the
officers in the previous category (received test material), and they are guilty for the same
reasons. They had a doty o report their knowledge that other personnel engaged in PDI
behavior, and they did not do so. Therefore, the dereliction of duty analysis employed in the
previous section is adopted for this section gs well.

Ceonclusion

After a careful review of the evidence collected during the course of this investigation, the CDI
officer substantiated the allegations against 79 of the officers In varying degrees of culpability.
Evidence suppotts that 15 of the officers sent, received, and sobicited testing material; 13 offtcers
sent and received testing material; four officers only sent testing material; nine officers solicited
and received testing matenial; the largest group, 30 officers, only received testing material; three

i, See Malmstrom, “Spirit and. Intent Brief]” shide 3,
2. See Investigative Annex. Section 7.
33 tbid.
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officers solicited but did not receive testing material; and five officers had direct knowledge that
tests were being compromised and failed to report it to the command chain,™

The CDI officer unsubstantiated !;hf, allegations against the nine remaming Malmstrom officers
due to lack of credible evidence.” In one case, the officer was a test proctor who allowed “group
testing,” but there was no evidence she actually forwarded test material or answers to other
pam'es‘ﬁf" In four cases, there was evidence that test material was transmitted to the officer, but
there was also evidence the officer never received the test material.” Finally, there were four
officers against whom no evidence of fest compromise existed, but they came forward because
they knew of testing irregularities unrelated to test material compremise.s ¥

ALLEGATION: Ninety-eight Mabhnstrom AFB CGOs compronmused classified and unclassified
monthly knowledge tests by sharing answers with other officers who had vet to 1ake the monthly
knowledge tests and/or by failing to report others for doing so. Seventy-nine of 88 cases are
SUBSTANTIATED. Nine cases were UNSUBSTANTIATED. Ten cases remain under AFOS]
investigation outside the scope of this CDL

Factors Analysis

The CDI also examined the traming and testing culture and leadership environment and
oversight within Twentieth AF and the 3415t Missile Wing (o determine what role they miay have
plaved in the compromise of test materials by ICBM crew members at Malmstrom AFB. To
accomplish this task, the CDI employed human error analysis to better understand the farger
factors (organizational culture, leadership. preconditions) that played a role in enabling
widespread misconduct to occur.

Reason Model of Human Error

In an effort to place the specific allegations of misconduct at Malmstrom AFB within a larger
framework that Incorporates the roles culture and leadership played in the shaning of test
material, the CDI utilized the Reason Model of Human Error.> Although this model was
developed to provide a systematic way to look at accident prevention, the CDI team found it also
peovides a useful model for examiming the impact of organizational culture and leadership on
missile crew misconduct. Essentially, this systemic approach to accident prevention relies on

4, See Investgative Annex. Sections 1,2, 3.4, 5,6, and 7,

5. See Investigative Annex, Section §,

6, See Investgative Annex. Section S, Tab §, and Section 8, Tab A,

7. See Investigative Annex, Section §, Tabs C E. I, and G,

8. See Investigative Annex. Section 8, Tabs B, 1D, G and H.

59. James Reason, Human Erroy (Cambridge, UK. Cambridge University Press, 1990).
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overiapping layers of defenses and safegnards to prevent an accident from occuuring. However,
an accident can oceur when the flaws in each layer abign, creating condifions that Jumst the effect
of preventive measures. The individual acts that compromised monthly ICBM knowledge testing
in the 34ist MW were also mfluenced i part by Aw Force. AFGSC. and Twenticth AF
organizational impacts on raining and testing cubture and leadership actions i the 3415t OG.

This analysis exaimines three systemnc layers: organizational culture, leadership, and other
preconditions. Taken together, the flaws in cach of these overlapping layers played a role In
creating an environment in which Malmstrom AFB ICBM crew members decided to distribute,
receive, OF solicit fest material, or decided against reporting compromise of test maternial fo their
chatn of command. During the investigation, the CDI visited all three Twentieth AF missile
wings—the 90th MW at F. E. Warren AFRB, the 91st MW at Minot AFB, and the 341st MW at
Malmstrom AFB—and AETC's 381st Tramming Group {TRG) at Vandenberg AFB. The tcam
observed training and testing; interviewed all squadron, group, and wing leaders; and conducted
focus groups with missile crews and, separately, with mstructors and evaluators at each of
Twenticth AF's three wings. The team also observed festing and training and conducted focus
groups at Vandenberg with IST students and, separately, with their instructors. All CGOs at the
three wings were also invited to participate in a survey that asked a series of guestions focusing
on testing, training, and evalvation. In short. the CDL not only attermpled to understand the
specific problems at Malmstrom AFB but also endeavored to look for ways to improve the
tramning, testing, and evaluation environment acvoss Twentieth AL to prevent such a situation
from occurring again—anywhere within the missile force.

Organizational Culture
Analysis

As David Gebler writes, “An organization’s culfure isn’t something that’s created by senior
feadership and then rolled out. A culture is an objective picture of an organization, for betier or
worse, If's the sum total of all the collective values and behaviors of all employees, managers,
and leaders.”® Undoubtedly, organizational culture plays an important role in shaping the

60. David Gebler, “Creating an Bthical Colesre: Vaines-Based Fihics Programs Can Help Emplovees Judge
Right from Wrong,” Straregic Finance Magazine, May 1006, 2934, Organizationa! culiure has also been defined
as “the pattern of belicfs, myths, and sentiments shared by the member of an organization.” Robert W. Stanley,
“Reviving & Caltore of Disciplined Compliance in Air Foree Nuclear Operations” (Maxwell AFR, AL: Air
University, 2011), 2.
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performance of any organization. ® For the Twentieth AF and its three missile wings,
organizational culture is perhaps even mare significant because of the nature of the mission
performed by missileers. Built on a culture of rigorous comphiance that dates to the earliest days
of ICBM operations under Strategic Air Command (SAC), the current training, testing, and
evaloation aspects of the larger missile culture {the CDPs purview) have largely remained
uchanged for decades.®

Based on previous studies and the interviews, focus groups, and survey conducted by the CDL
we identified six characterisiics within AFGSC and Twentieth AF organizational cultures that
affect ICBM testing, training. and evaluaation.

First, senior leaders have frequently emphasized their desire for an vnrealistic and unobtainable
“zero defect” nuclear culture, where “perfection is the standard.”™ This ideal would require the
complete elimination of human error in America’s nuclear enterprise. An unrealistic emphasis on
petfection drives commanders at all levels to attempt t0 meet the zero-defect standard by
personally monttoring and directing daily operations and imposing an unrelenting testing and
evaluation regimen on wings, groups, squadrons, and missile crew members in an attempt to
eliminate all human error.™ In reality, the day-to-day missile environment also employs the
redondancy, standardized procedures, and teamwork of a systems approach to mitigate of
“capture” individual errors before they can threaten nuclear surety or create doubt about the
reliability of our deterrent. In this more realistic approsch, missile crews, mainienance Crews,
and security forces have the opportunity to aid and support one another in execution of their
primary mission——providing “perfect execution in the ficld through teamwork.”

As shown 1n figure 2, organizational systems can be constructed to sllow errors o be
exacerbated, missed, mifigated, or captured. Since human errors are unavoidable, even in the
nucicar enterprise, the goal of the nuclear enterprise should be to construct a system that ensures
human errors are mitigated and captured. The fundamental tenets of such a system have been
identified 1n response to aviation accidents and include establishing trust; adopting a credible,
nonpunitive policy toward error; demonstrating commitment to taking action to reduce error-

61. Al Sadeghi Gogheri, Khaled Nawnaser, Seyed Mahdi Vesal, Asghar Afshar Jahanshahi, and Roshan Kazi,
“Which Organizational Colawe Moves towards Organizational Excellence?,” Asian Social Science 9, no. 11 (2013
221306,

62, See Ravmond E. Ebbs, “SAC Needs a Few Good Men and Women: A Guide to ICBM Operations Duty,”
Resecarch Report no. 88-0825 (Maxwell AFB, AL: Alr Commuand and Siaff College. 1948}

63, Headguarters USAF, “US Air Force Commumications Backgrommd Sheet on the Noclear Hntersprize,” 2000,
Sce also “Perfection tsn’s the goal, it is the standard,” and “Regardless of the size of the suclear enforprise we are
entrusted with, the standard—perfection—remains the same” (ibid.),

64, See CGE survey, tables 3 and 6, G-13-16, See instructorfevaluator foeus group respounses fo question 10, G-
45.
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inducing conditions; collecting data that show the nature and types of errors occurring; providing
training in threat and error management strategies for crews; and providing training and
reinforcing threat and error management for instructors and evaluators.*

Second, higher headquarters’ emphasis on near-continuous external inspections and evaluations
feads ICBM leaders and crews to believe self-evaluation and seif-identification of errors are

connterproductive. % As the CDI focus groups and surveys suggest, this is the result of an

organizational culture that viewed training (EWO, weapon system, codes, and MPT training) as
an opportunity to test and evaluate crew members.®” Crew members saw monthly traming as a
monthly cettification process that was not particularly relevant (o their alert duties and an grena
where errors could result in restriction from mission ready status or disqualify them for coveted
promotions to the OSS or the standardization and evatuation shop (OGVY).® In short, continuous
evaluation eliminated the separation between crew niember training and evaluation reguired in

65, Robert L. Helmrich, James R, Klineot. and John A, Wilhelm, “"Models of Threat, Error, and CRM in Flight
Operations,” in Proceedings of the Tenth Infernational Symposium on Aviation Psychelogy (Columbus, OH: Ohio
State University, 1999), 678, Sce also Shaine Thrower, “ICBM Crew Resource Management: Managing Human
Error in a Zero-Defect Culture™ (Nellis AFB, NV: US Air Force Weapons School, 20103

66, Air Force Nuclear Task Foree, Relnvigorating the Alr Force Nuclear Enterprise (Washington, DC:
Headguarters USAF, 24 Oct 2008), 2.

67, Ser instractor/evalustor respenses to questions 9 and 10, G-44-45,

6%, CGO survey and focus group indicale that a clear majority of respondents do vot view mouthly testing as an
accurate assessment of missileer competency, G-27-28, hastractor/evaluator focus group responses to guestions 9
and 11 also substantiate this view, {3-44-45.
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healthy training environments. As a result, some crew members became numb o the training but
feared the tests because of the consequences of failure.

Third, this unrealistic expectation of perfection and a relentless schedule of high-stakes outside
inspections can bring out the worst in leaders, who may be tempted to {ry to eliminate errors by
imposing oppressive oversight, inspection, and testing regimes on organizafions and personnel.
Senior leaders who are afraid a single error commiited by a junior Airman may lead o a failed
evaluation, or the loss of their jobs and reputations, may choose to restrict decision making at
lower levels, to make ali decisions themselves, and to leave their subordinates feeling underused
and undervalued.” However, the cyclical record of inspection success and failure in Twentieth
AR misstie wings sugpests that this cenfralized approach 1s not sustainable. Aggressive,
centralized oversight, inspection, and testing regimes can produce resuits in the short term, but
these measures rely on the will of leaders to sustain the pressure and the capacity of followers to
endure it If the system rewards leaders for achieving shori-term results at the expense of long-
term unig heslth and ieader development, it teaches the following generations of leaders to adopt
successively harsher approaches—further increasing the alienation and dissatisfaction of
subordinates,

Fourth, there 18 a gap between ficld-grade squadron leadership and first-assignment company-
grade crews because missile squadrons are not organized to provide experienced mid-grade
supervisors as assistant ditectors of operations or as tlight commanders, Currently, the squadron
commanders and operations officers are often the only officers in the tactical squadrons who are
aot i their first assignment, This makes effective mentoring and leadership challenging and can
lead to company-grade crews perceiving an us-against-them environmeni, where they express
their primary loyalty to each other instead of to the organization’ and fecl responsible to ensure
they survive as a gmﬁpﬁ This us-against-them culiure is not unigue o missile wings, but the
increased percentage of Junior officers in ICBM umits exacerbates the situation. The lack of
experienced mid-grade leaders also contributes to authoritarian leadership styvles: experienced
mid-grade leaders provide g marror that helps keep senior leaders accountable and balances focus
on mission and people.

69 See Claire E. Steele, “Zero-Defect Leaders: No Second Chance?,” Military Review 84, no. 3
{September/Qctober 20064}, See also Shaine Thrower, “IUBM Crew Resource Management: Managing Human Ervor
in a Zero-Defect Cultwre™ (Nellis AFB, NV US Alr Force Weapons School, 20103, CGO survey and focus group
mndicate that a majority of respondents view their sguadron leadership as overly invelved in day-te-day operations in
the missile fickd, lustractorfevaluator focus group responses fo questions 8—10 substantiate this view, G-4443.

70, This point was substantiated by CGO survey and focus group responses, (G-23, G-34, G-44-45.

1. See mstructorfevaluator responses to guestions 10 and 11, G4
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Fifth, the current organizational culture and carcer development flow in missiie wings
incentivize new missileers o score extremely well on monthly tests (100 percent) so that they
can get “off the ling” and become an instructor or evaluator in the OSS or OGV as quickly as
they can, while perforpiing the fewest number of alerts possible.”” Deputy crew commanders
compete for instrucior and evaluator deputy crew commander positions in the OSS and the
operations group before returning o missile squadrons as crew commanders. Crew commanders
again compete (o return fo the O8S and Group OGYV as instructor or evalzator crew commanders.
Instructers and evaluators perform fewer alert tours and have more predictable schedules. This
creates a perverse tneentive structure that minimizes the meentive to perform well m the field,
while maximizing the incentive to perform well on classroom tests seen as the key to instructor
or evaluator jobs——tests viewed as poor measures of operational expertise and crew ability
perform while on alert.”

Finally, APGSC and Twentieth AP failed fo arficulate, distribute, and teach clear guidance on
academic integrity and testing expectations.” Crew members believed it was acceptable to help
their junior teammates make a 100 percent on monthly testing by reviewing their tests and
suggesting they “take another look at guestion seven” or “read question five a little closer.”” In
some cases, Instructors provided “free tests” at Christmas or in exchange for help with tedious
work like posting changes to technical orders.”® This cultural emphasis on helping weaker
teammates improve their scores bhurred the line between acceptable help and unacceptable
ci”.xt:ati.ng,?T Although most crew members believed sharing of actual test questions and answers
was wrong, the line between help and cheating became indistinct for some.

Conclusion

The elements of AFGSC, Twentieth AF, and missile wing organizational culture listed below
contributed to the 341st MW test compromise incidents:

72, A majority of CGO survey and focns group respondents believed that scoring poorsly—less than 100
perceni—on a test or evaluation would negatively affect career progression. This view was also substantiated by
instractor evaluator responses to question 103, G-16 and G-44,

73, See responses to OGO focus gronp questions 1 and 12, (-27-28. See also responses to mstructor/evaluator
focus group question 1), G-45.

74, Responses to instructorfevaluator focus group question 3 suggest that instructors had very litle clarity on
any academic infegrity policy, G4 1.

75, Instructorfevaluator focus group responses to guestions 3, 10, and 11 reflect this view, G-41 and G-45-46.

76. Responses during the CGO focus groups idensified these activities, G-22 and (G-29.

7 White CGO survey and focus group results suggest that all wings viewed collaboration on lesting as
acceptabie, respondents from the 3415t MW indicated a strong penchant for viewing the sharing of test answers as
acceptable. Instructorfevaluator focus group responses also substantiated this view, G-19, G-24, G-41-42.
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¢ An unrealistic emphasis on eliminating human error in nuclear operations drives higher
headguarters 1o emphasize acar-continuous external inspections and evaluations,

s An overreliance on external inspections and evaluations leads ICBM leaders and crews to
behieve self~evaluation and seli-identification of errors are counterproductive.

« Unrealistic expectations and constant external inspections drive [CBM leadership styles
that emphasize ceniralized oversight, ispection, and testing regimes that adienate
subordinates and make them feel less responsible for their own training and development.

« Mssile squadron manning and organization drive a gap between field-grade squadron
leaders and company-grade crews that contributes to an us-against-them mind-set.

e The crew member career progression miodel devalues daily alert operations and
emphasizes getting off the line to perform instructor or evaluator duty.

e A lack of clear AFGSC and Twentieth AF testing guidance, combined with a cultural
emphasis on helping junior crew members score well, blurs the line between acceptable
hetp and unacceptable cheating.

Based on a preponderance of the evidence, the CDI has determined that organizational culture
within the APGSC, Twenticth AF, and the 34ist MW played a role in the test compromise
activities of ICBM crew members at Malmstrom AFB.

Leadership
Analysis

From the perspective of a young company-grade officer looking up the chain of command,
fcadership has delivered conflicting messages concerning the need to achieve high test scores
and the need to maintain integrity in the classroom.”® Senior leaders valued extremely high test
scores as a measure of their unmits” preparedness for external inspections and applied significant
pressure on units to achieve them, while tacitly condoning the actions of crew commanders and
proctors who “take care of” junior crew members.””

Crew niembers also believed training and testing were not administered fair}y,gﬁ In the S0th and
34ist MWs, squadron leaders took the monthly tests as a group one month ahead of the monthly
cycle. These leaders believed taking the test early allowed them to review and evaluate the
questions for reasonability and fairness.” However, crew members viewed this approach as

78, Instructor/evaiuator focus group responses to guestion 10 Wdentified such conflicting messages. G-43. See
also (-49.

T4, Thid.

80. Bee G-19.

81. See G-530.
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unfair. The crew members’ view, that leaders do not “practice what they preach”™ by participating

in the same tramning, testing, and evaluation process they do, contnbuted to the alienation
‘ . . 2

between crew members and leaders and fostered an as-againsi-them mémallty.s“

The OSS executes the training and testing process, and evaluators assigned to the OG conduct
the evaluations. Missile squadron commanders rarely observed the OSS-directed  test
environment because they believed their presence in the classroom was disruptive and preferred
to observe mission-procedures training sessions in the ICBM simulator.™ Since almost all ICBM
crew members are junior officers serving in their first operational assignment, fraining and
testing were, and still are. delivered by junior officers serving as instructors in the OSS to other
juntor officers with whom they itkely served in o missile squadron. The lack of separation
between those administering the test and those taking the test, and the resulting peer pressure,
can make it difficult to maintain a proper test environment in all three missile wings. #
Leadership interviews and imstructor focus groups indicate that the 915t MW sought to mitigate
this ssue by making signtficant changes to 1ts testing procedures after testing poorly during s
March 2013 CUL® While crew members in the 90th MW were more likely than their
counterparts in the 341st MW to beheve that proper test procedures were regulardy followed, the
90th MW’s testing procedures were, in reality, similar 1o those of the 341st MW. What set these
two wings apart was the behavior of combat crew members, In the ead, leaders from the 341t
OG, particularly the 341st OSS commander and his leadership team, failed o provide the
oversight required to maintain a proper monthly knowledge testing environment. Eighty-nine
crew members chose fo exploit that failure by sharing classified or unclassified material. At jeast
40 of the 89 officers served as instructors at some point, and 20 are currently assigned to the
0S8.*

However, the 341st OG/CC did not ignore the possibility of corrupted testing environments.
After the 91st OG crews scored tower than expected during a March 2013 CUL a review showed
that their extremely high monthly test average did not correlate with their CUT test results, As a
result, group leadership refocused its efforts 1o tmprove test preparation resources and enhanced
test integrity by introducing multiple versions of tests and enforcing sirvicter proctoring
procedures. Leaders of the 341st OG conducted a site visit to Minot AFB, reviewed the 81st OG
inctdent, and deternnined that the high scores they earned (n a September 2012 CUIL did, 1n fact,
correlate with their monthly test scores. Because of this correlation, 341st OG leaders did not

82, See Fed,

83, Bee G-48

84, See instructor/evaluator focus group responses for guestions -1 1, G446,
85, 8ee G-24.

86. See Investigative Annex. Section §, Tab 5.
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believe they had a test environment problem.”” The 341st OG commander did begin o question
his group’s pear-perfect monthly scores in December 2013, but his mstroctors assured him that
he did not have a problem.* By January 2014, an AFOS! investigation info drug use by two
34 1st OG crew members bad expanded to include widespread compromise of test materials.

The CDI found that crew perceptions were often consistent across Twentieth AF, bui survey data
suggested some statistically significant differences in the perceptions of ICBM crew members
across the three wings‘gg

Compared to missile crews in the 90th OG (F. E. Warren AFB) and 91st OG (Minot AFB}, 341st
OG missile crews af Malmstrom were:

¢ Less likely to completely agree that “prior to the Malmstron: incident, 1 think monthly
knowiledge tests were adminstered in accordance with the rules.”™

& Less likely to completely disagree that “prior to the Malmstrom incident, sharing monthly
test questions was a commonplace practice,”™"

¢ Less likely to completely disagree that “prior to the Malmstrom incident, the reward for
sharing test answers was greater than the conscqueacesf‘gz

¢ Less likely to completely disagree that “Iny squadron commander values high fest scores
even at the expense of ethics.™

It 15 difficult to accurately measure the impact of any one individual leader or group of leaders on
an organization. Leadership effects are cumulative over time, with each missile wing having its
own culture and traditions that persist after leaders depact. CDI witness testimony ndicates that
leadership responsibility for test compromise activity at Malmstrom should be shared among the
current OG leadership team and 1ts predecessors,

£7. Ses F-3.

£8. See B34,

82, To gain a better understanding of crew members’ percepiions about festing, training, and ovaluation, the
CPI emploved 2 survey and focus groups to sample the perceptions of all three missile wings, The response size and
variance allow for 83 percent confidence that the reported percentages reflect the population percentages with a
margin of ervor of 210 percentage poinis. To improve om nnderstanding of taining, testing, and evalnation across
the wings, we also employed foous groups to provide greater context and relizbility. The swrvey is, however, Hnited
in its utilify by limited participation at Malmsfrom, We atinibute lower parficipation to concerns swrronnding the
ongoing AFOS! investigation. ¥ is also important to note that the ongeing events at Malmstrom also shaped crew
member pereepiions—iimiting our ability to draw couclusions on differences in perception at the three wings.
Survey resuits are discussed in detail in Tab G,

80, See G-19.

41, Ihid.

42, Ihid.

43, tbid.
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Conclusion

Although there is no evidence that the 341st MW's leadership condoned or had specific
knowledge of monthly knowiedge test raterial shanng, the actions of 341st 0G Jeaders
contributed to the test compromise at Malmstrom through the following factors:

s JCBM crew members perceived mixed messages from their leaders concerning the need
to achieve high test scores and the need to maintan integrity in the classroom,

+ Missile squadron commanders in the 341st OG were not actively involved in the OSS-
directed monthly currency training and testing process, which prevented their presence in
the classroom from deterring some forms of misconduct.

¢  The 341ist OG commander, the 341st OSS commander, and their leadership teams did not
provide the oversight required to ensure integrity in monthly knowledge festing.

¢ Crew members across the Twenticth AF believed fraining and testing were not
administered fairly.

¢ Crew members in the 34 15t OG had less confidence tn the test environment and the ethics
of their commanders than crews from the 90th and 915t OGs.

Based on a preponderance of evidence, the CDI has determined that 341st MW leadership played
a role in the compromise of test materials by ICBM crew members at Malmstrom AFB.

Preconditions Related to ICBM Crew Member Training, Testing, and Evaluation

In addition to the effects of organizational culture and leadership, the CDI also examined ICBM
training, testing, and evalnation processes in order to recommend ways o deliver a more relevant
approach while maintaining surety and the religbility of the ICBM deterrent. Based on our
research, several additional preconditions came to light.

Missile Wing Training, Testing, and Evaluation

First, leaders and crews viewed monthly currency training and testing as a monthly certification
of squadrons and individual crew members.” In short, the separation needed between training
and evalaation to facilitate a healthy training environment has been lost.

Second, as discussed 1n the organizational culture portion of the report, an emphasis on external
evaluation makes ICBM personnel less Hkely to seli-identify errors. When combined with a
monthly currency training and testing process that is administered by instructors at the OSS,

94. Bee G-23-25.
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ICBM crews have become passive receivers of fraining who are nof given enough responsibility
for mdividual and crew training.

Third, both leaders and missile crew members value the MOQT delivered (0 new crew members at
missile wings, and they believe the monthly training process (study packet, practice test, and
classroom session} adeguately prepares crew members (0 pass monthly tests with the required
niinimum score of 90 percent.” However, crew members believe that monthly knowledge tests
are not relevant measures of their operational proficiency and that, because test scores provide an
easy quantifative way for leadership to discriminate between crew members, commanders place
teo much importance on them.”®

The stakes are high for crew members who fail monthly tests. Currently, crew members face 36
monthly tegts a vear covering three subjects, plus a monthly MPT training session and an annual
evaluation. Failure 1n any of these roughly 30 events leads to embarrassing restriction from
mission-ready status until the crew member 18 refrained and reevaluated. However, very few
crew members fail monthly tests. Al three wings maintain a test average above 98 percent.

Fourth, monthly test scores take on exaggerated importance because of two factors: leadership
pressure to show a very high unit average (to stay prepared for inspections), and the ICBM
career progression model that emphasizes moving quickly from operational deputy crew
comtmander to instructor or evaluator deputy crew commander.”” Since crew members believe
their leaders place too much emphasis on monthly test scores in that selection process, they
believe they must make a 100 percent on every test to remain competitive.”™

Fatth, crew trainmg 1s focused on individoal skills during classroom sessions and crew skills
during MPT sessions. However, crews conduct daily alert operations—and would conduct their
wartime mission—as part of a team that inclades five crews {one ¢rew in a squadron command
post and four crews in LCCs), facility managers, chefs, security forces teams, and maintenance
teams, Current ICBM training aids support little 10 no team training. ICBM crews do not frain
the way they operate or the way they would fight.”” The Crew Resource Management principles
developed in response to aviation incidents can provide a starting point for ICBM team raining.

Finally, monthly currency training delivers the same content to misstle crew commanders and
deputy crew commanders and requires them to take the same tests. In reality, there is a great deal

45, See G-48,

96, See G-28,

97, See G-16, 23, and 25,
9%, See G-49,

G4, thid.
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of difference in the knowledge and ability of a first-year deputy crew commander and a fourth-
year crew commander. As a result, tratning is either oo challenging for new crew members or
not challenging enough for experienced crew members. P The experience mismatch discourages
deputy crew commanders from asking questions and adds extra pressure on crew commanders ©
help their deputies during testing.'”?

In summary, the missile wing fraining preconditions listed below were factors in the compromise
of test materials by ICBM crew members at Malmstrom AFRB:

« There 1s not encugh separation between ICBM trarning and evaluation processes,

s Crew members are nof encouraged to take responsibility for their own training.

« [CBM crews do not train the way they operate daily or the way they would fight.

s Crew members across Twentieth AF do not believe monthly knowledge tests provide an
accurate measure of a crew member’s operational skills and performance,'

«  Crew members across Twentieth AF behieve leadership overemphasizes receiving a 100
percent on monthly test scores for individual progression and squadron assessment.

« Requiring crew commanders and less-experienced deputy crew commanders o
parficipate 1n identical training and take identical tests does not reflect the reality of their
relative experience and knowledge levels.

Inifial Skills Training (IST} Conducted at Vandenberg AFB

The 381st TRG conducts a 100-day traming course that delivers motivated and capable missile
crew members t0 Twentieth AF missile wings. The course was expanded from 69 0 100 training
days 1n 2013 and provides officership, weapon system, codes, and EWO training in the
classroom and the mission procedures framer. Twentieth AF 1s an active patticipant n IS8T
syllabus development and recognizes the course’s final MPT evaluation as a Twentieth AF
mission evaluation,

Students receive instruction on the AETC academic integrity policy, and tests are conducted 1n
accordance with policy. CDI focus groups did reveal evidence that instructors at Vandenberg
conditioned some students to expect belp on tests when they arrived in Twentieth AF mussile
wings and to expect pressure to score a 100 percent on monthly tests.

10, See (G-30.

101, Sce G-23 and 45,

1492, See instructorfevaluator focas group responses 1o questions 4 and 12, G442 and G-46,
103. See instructor/evalnator focus group Tesponses 1o questions 810, G-44-45.
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Air Force Precommissioning Training

ICBM crew members are drawn from all three Air Force commissioning sources: the US Air
Foarce Academy (USAFA) Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC), and Officer Training
School (OTS). All three sources employ honor codes that prehibif ving, stealing, or cheating or
toleration of those who engage in such activities. All three sources cornmit training me to
explain and teach their codes. '™ The ICBM crew members who chose to compromise fest
materials at Malmstrom were also tramed at all three commissioning sources,

Why did nearly 100 young officers decide to break the prohibition against cheating, which is
proscribed by these honor codes and Air Force core values? Young Americans are in the Air
Force from the moment they take thewr initial oaths of enlistment prior to basic or
precommissioning training; however, they do not actually jein the Atr Force until they accept the
Air Force core values of Infegriry First, Service before Self, and Excellence in All We Do as their
own. An Airman’s first bond is forged with his or her fellow trainees during basic or
precommissioning training. Here, they leamn to work together to meet the challenges posed by
their trainers. They form their second bond to their first unit as they learn their role in meeting
the unit’s mission requirements. Finally, they join the bigger Air Force and feel connected to the
organization and the values shared by Airmen, The timing of this transiton is different for cach
Airman, but much of the transition takes place during first assignments and should be guided by
first-assignment supervisors and commanders; 75 of the 98 officers imphcated in the test
maferial compromise were 1st or 2nd lieutenants in the early stages of this transition.

‘The classic Air Force squadron structure provides a commander supported by an operations
officer, superintendent, first sergeant. and subordinate flight commanders, section commanders,
section chiefy, or noncommissioned officers in charge. These leaders are charged with directing
the daily business of the squadron and developing the unit’s Aurmen. In the absence of this
classic leadership structure, inexperienced officers rely on their own judgment o determine an
acceptable compromise between their requirement to maintain “integrity first” and their promise
to “never leave a wingman behind.”

ICBM squadrons possess about 40 CGOs and only two, or maybe three, experienced field-grade
officers. As previously discussed, this gap between field-grade leaders and company-grade crew
members, when combined with a culture that does not reward initiative, can delay the trangition
from bonding with fellow junior officers to bonding with the unit and orgamzation. Rebuilding a
classic Air Force sguadron structure by adding additional experienced supervisors as assistant
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operations officers and flight commanders and providing additional leadership responsibilities
and oppertanities for crew members will belp ICBM crew members make the transition from
being in the Air Force 1o joining the Air Force.

Misconduct

The previous three sections describe the holes or flaws in the organizational culture, leadership,
and preconditional layers within Twentieth AF and the 341st MW. By design. each layer acts as
a defense against potential misconduct. While each ndividual laver 13 imperfect and unable to
preveni all forms of misconduct, the combination of layers is designed to give the system
strength and, collectively, prevent misconduct. In this case, the flaws in each layer aligned fo
allow a system failure.

Most of the factors present in the 341st MW were also present in the 90th and 91st MWy,
However, there is no evidence that crew members in those wings participated in widespread
compromise. Explaining why this misconduct occurred in the 3415t MW and not in the other two
wings 1s difficult and would require speculation, Undoubtedly, each of the officers involved were
motivated by varying factors that they alone understand.

Of the 15 officers who committed all three offenses—sending, soliciting, and receiving
compromised test materials—four were at the center ot the web that linked the 98 implicated
crew members together. Three of these four are also implicated in continuing AFOSI
investigations mto sharing of classified test materials, and one of the four s implicated 1n iliegal
drug use. The presence of these four junior Airmen at Malmstrom must also be considered a
factor in the widespread compromise of test materials in the 3415t 0G,'*

The ubtquitous presence of, and comfort with, smart phones among junior officers also affected
events at Malmstrom. The ability {o rapidly and discretely transmit texts and photos to
individuals or groups made the network that supported widespread compromise possible, Smart
phones did not cause the cheating, but they made it possible in ways supervisors had not
constdered,

In summary, the following two preconditions were factors in the compromise of monthly

knowledge testing materials in the 341st OG:

¢ The presence of the four missile crew members in the center of the network that
facilitated wholesale compromise of fest materials had a corrosive effect on the larger
group of Airmen involved in compromise of knowledge tests.

103, See Tab L.
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¢ The wide availability of smart phones made it easy io discretely pass monthly knowledge
test information between crew members in ways supervisors had not considered. Hoe

106. See instructorfevaluator focus gronp responses 1o gaestion 7, G-453-44.
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Recommendations

Before we offer specific recommendations, it is imporiant to realize that the current ICBM
training, testing, and evaluation system 1s a rational response 10 the existing ICBM inspection
regime. Senior leaders developed the monthly training and certification process for the purpose
of ensuring that MCCMSs are prepared for ne-notice AFGSC. Twentieth AF, and wing inspector
general testing af any moment. When this process i1s executed with vigor and disciphine, it
delivers on the requirement fo ensure that ICBM crew members remain ready for inspections.
Experience has shown, however, that the pressure and pace required o execute the current
process are unsystainable.

CDI team focus groups and interviews show that ICBM leaders and crews believe there are
better ways to deliver relevani, effective, and efficient trainming that will siil develop reliable
crew members with the skills and judgment required to deliver “perfect performance in the field
through teamwork” by mitigating and capturing human errors as a team. However, significant
and lasting improvements to missile crew culture, tralning, testing, and evaluation are only
possible if higher headquarters adjust inspection criteria and regulatory requirements, focusing
on the performance of alert and EWO tasks in the LCC and MPT-with less emphasis on
classroom testing and knowledge tests,

‘The ideas presented here as recommendations were almost all suggested by current ICBM
leaders, instructors, and crew menmbers. Some of these ideas were tried betfore but failed because
feaders did not prepare an execution plan that assured the supporting elements required for
success were it place. The recommendations are divided into tour main categories: reforming
organizational culture, empowering crew commanders, improving the quality and purpose of
training, and reforming testing and evaluation.

Reforming Organizational Culture

Realign ICBM calture to focus on empowering squadron commanders, flight commanders, and
crew commanders to take responsibility for ICBM operations and crew tramning. Emphasize alert
force proficiency as the measure of merit for ICBM crew members,

« Enhance squadron and flight commanders’ roles in directing squadron mission planning
and operations. Begin to create a culture of entical self-assessment by establishing trust,
adopting a credible, non-punitive policy toward error, demonstrating commitment to take
action to reduce error-inducing canditions, and collecting data that show the nature and
types of errors occurring.




Support squadron commanders by implementing a classic Air Force squadron structure in
operational mussile squadrons. Provide more pud-level leadership by retaining more
experienced crew members for multiple combat crew tours and assigning them as
assistant operations officers, weapons officers, and flight commanders,

Schedule and perform alerts as a team of five crews from a single flight o build
teamwork and empower and develop flight commanders and deputy flight commanders.
Expand Combat Mission Ready {CMR) positions to include all missileers within the OGs
and Twentieth AF/A3N, Every gqualified missileer 1a the OG, from the group commander
down, should perform alert tours and be proficient in missile field duties. Every CMR
nissiieer should participate in the same training and festing.

Institutionalize squadron command post (SCP} and alternate command post {ACP) roles
and responsibilities and provide comprehensive upgrade training o easure that SCP and
ACP crews are prepared and competent,

Focus jumor crews on alert crew proficiency by eliminating deputy crew commander
mnstructor and evaluator positions. Crew members should upgrade from deputy crew
commander to crew commander and thea, poteatially, instructor or evalustor.

Formalize mandatory eligibility criteria for crew commander, instructor, and evaluator
positions based on number of alert tours and/or months of service 1n alert duties, the
current guidance is optional and not utilized by all missile wings.

Celebrate alert tour milestones with patches and ceremonies at intervals of 100 alert
tours.

Publish, teach, and support an AFGSC or Twentieth Al academic integrity policy.
Ensure all Airmen understand the expectation of integrity in the classroom and on alert.
The recently published AETC academic integrity palicy can provide a starting point.
Conduet periodic comipetitions between Twentieth AF operational missile wings.
Emphasize crew performance and teamwork in the competitions.

Empowering Crew Commanders

Empower crew commanders by providing additional leadesship opportunities and making them
responsible for developing the skills and knowledge of their crew. Assign squadron weapons
atficers the responsibility (0 prepare crew commanders fo direct their crew fraining and
development.

Provide a curriculum covering critical operational and knowledge requirements that
should be taught 10 new deputy commanders during their first year. Build a “dance card”
defining learmning objectives that must be completed and certified by an instrucior,

£-3




evaluator, or flight commander prior to beginning formal crew commander upgrade
training.

Extend crew pairings to 9-12 months so that crew commanders can develop and execute
long-term training plans and monitor their deputy crew commander’'s training.

Reduce crew member travel time, improve alert effectiveness, and expand training
opportunities by realigning alert schedules to deploy two missile crews together to
conduct 12-hour shifts covering a 72-hour alert period.

Build teamwork aand relationships among operations, mainlenance, support, secusity
forces, and medical personnel at lower levels by aligning field tour lengths and assigning
nissile crews as leaders of multifunction teanss for the 72-hour alert period.

Improving the Quality and Purpose of Training

Review all training requirements and ensure training 18 relevant (o crew duties and delivered in
the right environment. Ensure all mstructors are adequately trained and provide additional
training tools and opportunities.

*

Review all IUBM training requurements and review and redesign the JPR traming
requirements to identity JPRs best taught in the LCC, the classroom, or the MPT.
Remove those JPRs which are performed regularly on alert or are best taught in the MPT
from classroom training, allowing them {o be completed and signed off by an instructor
or evalvator during alert tours and MPT training sessions,

Reform the Annual Training Evaluation Plan (ATEP) in accordance with the redesigned
JPRs to create relevant monthly training blocks, but allow missile wings discretion o
schedule the monthly blocks to meet local evaluation and inspection cycles.

Tatlor rematning clagsroom trainmmg to fit specific crew commander and deputy crew
commander requiremenis by conducting fraining in two sessions: one for crew
commanders and one for deputy crew commanders,

Unify weapon system, codes, and EWO training by creating a position for an OSS chief
of traming responsible for the design and development of ail instructional and test
materials for monthly, quarterly, and upgrade training and by working in conjunction
with OSS senior crew members and weapons officers to validate all training products
before they are administered to students.

Ensure all OSS/0GV instructors and evaluators are properly irained, either by having
them atiend the basic instructor course (BIC) or building improved Twentieth AF I[CBM
Center for Excelence (ICE) courses.

Schedule a second MPT session each month to allow crew commanders to lead training
that addresses specific crew weaknesses or focuses on practicing and mastering specific
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procedures. Build and provide the training required to prepare crew commanders to plan
an execute trasning in the MPT.

» Develop computer-based fraining tools to augment MPT sessions and facilitate crew
commander training efforts.

» Institute CRM training focused on reinforcing threat and error management strategies.
Emphasize CRM practices during all crew traming, begmning 10 IST.

Reforming Testing and Evaluation

Create o new testing plan that includes monthly testing Hidted to critical knowledge “bold-face”
requirements, quarferly testing built on master guestion file (MQF) guestions that sample
knowledge of quarterly JPR requirements, and annual testing built around annual evaluations.

« Monthly knowledge testing should be limited to evaluating critical EWO copying,
decoding, validating, and authenticating skills and critical code handling knowledge.
Most other EWO JPRs ¢an be demonsirated and evaluated in the MPT,

+  Create an MQF for EWO, codes, and weapon system tests that s owned and updated by
Twenticth AF. Ensure that all testing supports fraining and evaluation by distinguishing
between testing aimed at measuring currency and knowledge.

+ Draw from the Twentieth AF-developed MQHF to bunld quarterly tests that are focused on
JPRs trained during that quarter and emphasize safety, security, and the ability to ensure
that a weapon can be delivered on time and on target.

¢ Conduct annual open book and MQF-based closed book tests as part of annual crew
member evgluations.

¢ Reduce the emphasis on scoring 100 percent on tests by making all monthly and quarterly
testing pass/fail or allowing crews to take the test together as a team,
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tdeclare under penalty that the foregaing ina true and correct summary of the' testimony givan by ihe
witress, Executed at 0756 hrs at Malmstrom Alr Force Base, Montana, on 18 February 2014, '

7 # YAMES M. HOLMES
o/ Ueutenant General, USAF
ivestigating Officer
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| deciare under penalty that Coionel appeared before me and swore
that the foregoing is a true and correct summary of the testimony given by the witness.
Executed at Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana, on 19 February 2014.
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{Isigned//

Cdptain, USAF

Judge Advocate



SUMMARIZED TESTIMONY OF LT coL [P0 1_2014-02-14

Lt Col [PHDIC)- appeared at the investigation, was swarn, and testified substantiatly as follows:

1 am Lt CollPX7XC)- and the [P | have been in the Air Force for 21 years with about 12
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| declare under penalty that Lieutenant Coionel

appeared before me and

swore that the foregoing is a true and correct summary of the testimony given by the
witness. Executed at Maimstrom Air Force Base, Montana, on 19 February 2014.
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| declare under penalty that Lieutenant Colonel appeared before
me and swore that the foregoing is a true and correct summary of the testimony given
by the witness. Executed at Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana, on 18 February
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that the foregoing is a true and correct summary of the testimony given by the witness.
Executed at Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana, on 24 February 2014,

(0)E)..

{Isigned//

Cagréin, USAF

Judge Advocate
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| declare under penalty that Major

appeared before me and swore that

the foregoing is a true and correct summary of the testimony given by the witness.
Executed at Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana, on 20 February 2014.
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{Isigned//

Captgin, USAF
Judge Advocate
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE F-41
HEADQUARTERS 3418T MISSILE WING (AFGSC;)

MEMORANDUM FOR:

FROM: Chief, OSBT

SUBJECT: CODES INSTRUCTOR CERTIFICATION

Congratulations! You have been selected for duty as a codes instructor. Your projected certificationdate is
Prior to certification. accomplish the following:

SELECTEE INSTRUCTOR
TASK INTHIALS INITIALS/DATE

a. Complete Inital Instructor Tralning requivetgents.
per ARGSCT 13.5361 Vol 3 chapter 3 (Sign off CFE

FAOYAER ALLVERARN oatroder Trainingdnstosrion prograetd srificaioiansiig oy ]

)

beriainiral Jastrmrior Cuarterty Traimiagppt

b, Be knowledgeable of O8B Operations Mansgement
Guide, 341 MW OPLAN 403-10, EAP STRAT Vol 16,
Vol 16 Annex A

IANEHALLITRATNURe gl ious

¢.  Be knowledgeable of the following traintog specific
raaterials:

{. 0SB [’xf;fif e Fesson Plans
tee M. [DYE)

AFGSCE 13-5381 Vol S and Vol §

b

3. AFI36-2201

IAEE ALDTRAINRezalation or T Pub)

¢, Observe a minimum of one recurzing codes
class and accormnplish documentation provedures.

¢ Observe a mnmnmmn of one class other than
recarring tramming. (164, TS, ICT)

£ Auend instructor tralming course Itemnal or External
{Mu ¢ Nomwe:

g, lnstruct two classes under observation,

Lipon completion of the gbove requirements and approval by
the Senior Code Controlier. vou will be certified as a codes instructor.
intial your GG instructor qualifications in

O)E). v, USAF

Asst, Chret, wing Codes Training

APPROVED: DATE
[®)- Maj, USAF

Seator Code Controller, ICBM Wing Codes Flight

FAOS8_ALLXTRAINC  ontroler Training Programiinstructors prograniinstructor Contificationtnstmector MaterialsMnstrunior Cartification
Beguiromens

i b7 b){6)..
Page“_‘{afif? Member Inflisly Ec)){,) Judgs Advocate initials ©Xe).
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341 O8S/0sB
CODE HANDLER TEST - AUG 2043

Objective: Upon completion of seif sludy using a2 menthly study packags prior io oliss and upon regeipt
of classroorm {raining concarning code handiing procedures andd conlrol concepts, each pade handier will
complate this multipls choine last. Minimum passing soore s 30%. Those whi sCore s than BO% wib
he resinicted from parforming code handier duties unill retraining and retesting on be perfarmed. BEAP-
STRAT VOLUME 15 will he svailable when applicable,

Note: For a 20-guestion tosi, each question is worth § points!
Time Required. &0 Minutes

Materials: lest, answer sheel, pen of pencll, EAP STRAT vOL 18 {Thapters 2, 3. 4, 7, 13, 14, 15, Altach
4 & 5

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THIS TEST

. Ciaar sl Hems from the deskfable, excapt for required malerisis.
. Lise hdinddual effort 1o complete this test.

. Read each gquestion thoroughiy.

. Bsiect the answer thal most correctly answers the guestion,

. Fill e correspongding space on the answer shest,

. Direct any guestions to the instructor {ONE AT A TIME).

. Return the tost and compietad answer shast 1o the inslrucior,

o LR e L P el

Note: All sode somponents gre considered operationally coded and have processed operational
aades uniess otherwise indicated.

. SUGGESTED TESTING TECHNIQUES

. READ THE QGUESTION carefully before making a seleclion.

. if & guesiion is unclear, ask the instrucion

. Prug the answer back inte the question o see T i makaes ganse.

. Always ensure that you have nol mis-marked vour answer sheet!

. Enmre the number of answers equals the manber of guestions.

Der't mark answer 8" § s not 8 possible choice.

. G through the test thras timas,

#. The first time, wrile your answers in letter form i the right margin of your answer shegl,
o, The sscond tme, put an “X° in the correaponding space.

¢ The third thime, change anhy discrepancies and darken in the correst spaces.

RGBS e

Witten by Capt[PX0)

COORDINATION:

TR L8R
pEBY {JEM
ot GSse

v ] (b)i6)..
?ageg;;.of T Member tnitals J(C). | hudge Advocate initials




SUMMARIED TESTIMONY OF CAPTAIN

o)NC)..

Capt appeared at the investigation, was sworn, and testified substantiaily as follows:

o)NC)..

1. Captain [PX7C) lam the current fPXNT-

[EXIHC).

| Maimstrom AFB, Montana. [ have been in this

section since June of 2013 and became thel®X?) in late October 2013, JOX7NA]

OITHA).

(..

| o
Page | of . Member initials [C).

Judge Advocate initials

b)E).
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OITHA).

) DGR
Page Z of é Member Initials Judge Advacate Initials




OITHA).

Pdeclare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed at Malmstrom Air
Feb 2014,

Force Base, Montana, on _L‘?)

{Isigned//

o)NC)..

Capt, USAF

W]

{.w,raﬂm NIRCVIPSUN BT ¢ oo S -,
[ declare under penalty thaithe foregoing in a truc and corTe reet sumimary ot the testimony by the witness,
Executed at Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana, on { }_g Feh 2014,

Page é of j Member Initials |

o)1)

{Isigned//

AssistangStatt Judge Advocate

Judge Advocate initialg

(0)(E).
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{LINC).
SUMMARIED TESTIMONY OF CAPTAIN
L |Ene. . o . .
Capt appeared at the investigation, was sworn, and testified substantially as follows:
) . [Bnic)..
I. Captain OXDC) am the c1.1rrem|{b){7){c)=' |
|Malmsirom AFB, Montana. 1 have been in this position sinee the

[EXAHC).

end of October 2013, [IFXA).

|

OITHA).
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o)NC)..

(0)(E).

Judge Advocate Initials




OITHA).

I'declare under penally of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed at Malmstrom Air

Force Base, Montana, on’ i &2 Fely 2014.

{Isigned//

o)NC)..

Lap il

———

Capt, USAF

o)NC)..

Page Z-of Z—Member Initialg

AP pea /7] DEReE. it ceord micsente Fhast t

I declare under penalty thayéhe foregomy in a true and correct summary of the testimony by the witness.
Fxecuted at Malmstrom Air Foree Base, Montana, on 247 Feb 2014,

b)E).

[Capt, USAF

Agsistant Staff Judge Advocate

Judge Advacate Initials

(0)(E).
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Twentieth AF 13N CGO Focus Group and Survey Data
Introduction

The CDI selected specific research tools to fully investigate the circumstances and causes of the
Malmstrom AFB test compromise, including company-grade officer (CGO} perspectives on
training and testing culture, leadership epvironment and oversight, and missile combat crew
culture. The fools used to conduct the assessment of Twentieth AF 13N CGOs™ perspectives
were focus groups and a mass survey, The survey was sent to all current CGOs in nuclear and
missile operations (13N} Officer Air Force Specialty Code {AFSC) who fall under Twenhieth
AF. Securing a high response rate to a survey can be difficult; however, focus groups were
completed in conjunction with the survey to bring depth and details into the investigation and
ensure reliable and valid conclusions. Out of the approximately 625 13N CGOs who received an
mvitation to complete the survey, 249 missileers participated. As their area defense counsel
{ADC) advised them not to take the survey, 98 of the 625 possible CGOs were disqualified from
taking the survey. Focus groups were conducted at each of the three missile wings—the 341st,
91st, and 90th, The CDI also conducted focus groups at the 381st TRG at Vandenberg AFB,

Findings from the focus groups and survey were organized into four categories: leadership
environment and oversight, training effectiveness, monthly currency assessments, and missileer
culture. The full results may be found on the following pages. A summary of those findings is
meluded below.

Leadership Environment and Oversight

Survey and focus group findings indicate that missile crews believe misbehavior within
squadrons, such as test collaboration, was known at the squadron leadership level, While the
majority of respondents did not believe that thetr squadron commanders value high test scores at
the expense of ethics, wing responses differed significantly. A higher level of respondents at the
34ist MW agreed at some level that squadron commanders value high test scores even at the
expense of ethies. Focus group and survey findings also indicated a perception among CGOs that
squadron leadership is excessively involved in day-to-day field operations. When it comes to the
perception held by CGOs of whether or not squadron commanders participate in monthly
training and testing the same way as missileers, the majority of survey respondents and the focus
groups indicate that squadron commanders do not fest or train the same a8 missileers. Overall,
opinion scemed positive for squadron-level leadership among survey respondents and focus
groups, but survey comments and focus groups indicate a less favorable opinion of OG
leadership at the 3415t MW,

Training Effectiveness

Survey responses were positive about the effeciiveness of IST and MQT, with focus group
findings corroborating the positive response to IST. The perception of the effectiveness of
monthly training to prepare nussileers o perform thewr primary mission was split, with
approximately 40 percent of respondents agreeing at some level and 40 percent disagreeing at
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some level. Survey findings indicate that monthly training is effective in preparing misstleers for
the monthly tests; however, focus group and survey findings indicate that CGOs do not believe
the monthly tests provide an accurate assessment of their competency as missileers and beliove
that doing well on monthly {esis does not translate {o field performance.

Monthly Currency Assessmentis

Focus groups and survey findings consistently acknowledged the importance placed on
perfection in festing and evaluations within the missileer environmeni and culture. All focus
groups held the common belief that poor test scores, even 1f a missileer passed, would negatively
affect career progression. Survey and focus group findings indicate a preference for crew testing,
as opposed to individoal testing, within the missile CGO community, In regard to the Malmstrom
test incident, the survey results and focus group findmgs suggest differing cultures among the
wings. While over 75 percent of respondents from the 90th MW and 91st MW agreed at some
fevel that the monthly currency tests were administered in accordance with the rules prior to the
Malmstrom incident, only 49 percent of the 341st MW respondents agreed at some level. This
wouild indicate that prior to the Malmstrom incident, the festing environment at Malmstrom was
likely not as controlled or that tests were not administered according to guidance, While the
majority of respondents disagreed with the statement that, prior to the Malmstrom incident,
sharing monthly test answers was a conimonplace practice and that the reward for sharing test
questions was greater than the consegquences, the respondents at the 341st MW mdicated
otherwise; 38.3 percent agreed at some level that sharing monthly test answers was a
commonplace practice and 42.4 percent agreed at some level that the reward for sharing test
questions was greater than the conseguences. While focus group findings indicated that all wings
viewed some collaboration as acceptable (i.e.. recheck fest question 10), the 341si MW
respondents viewed sharing tost questions and answers as acceptable prior to the Malmsirom
incident. As the 341st MW survey respondents were not under investigation and may not have
necessarily been personally mvolved with test misconduct, the survey findings suggest the
majority of 341st MW crew miembers were aware of test misconduct.

Missileer Calture

When asked about loyalty to crew members compared to the Air Force as a whole, slightly more
respondents disagreed at some level with the statement that they felt more loyal to fellow crew
members (39 percent of respondents disagreed at some level compared to the 29 percent of
respondents who agreed at some level). Foeus group findings indicated a culture of “us versus
them™ among missileer crew members, with lovalty often strongest for crewmates. The expected
loyalty m mussileer culture carries over to tumning m fellow missileers for breaking rules, with
73.5 percent of respondents agreeing ot some level that if they turped in a fellow missileer for
breaking a rule, it would negatively impact how other crew members treated them. This indicates
reluctance in the missile community to furn in missileers who may break the rufes. However, the
majority of respondents disagree at some level that they would be willing to bend rules to help a
feliow missticer if that missileer needed thesr help. Similarly, the majority of survey respondenis
agreed at some level that they would be willing to turn in a fellow missileer for breaking a rule.
This finding was corroborated by focus group findings that suggest loyally would aliow for a
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crew member to bend minor rules but that loyalty would only go so far, and missileers would be
willing to turn in another misstieer if he or she crossed any particular “lines.” In contrast, only 40
percent of respondents believed that their peers would be willing to furn in a fellow missileer for
breaking a rule.

Twentieth AF Missile Testing, Training, and Environment Survey Methedology

1o research the perspectives of the Twentieth AF operational missiie CGOs on the circumstances
and causes of the Malmstrom AFB test compromise, including but not limited {o training and
testing cudture and leadership environment and oversight, the CDI administered a 28-question
cross-sectional survey utilizing a five-point Likert scale. The answer choices ranged from
completely disagree to completely agree with a no response button also available, The survey
can be viewed below n table 1.

The team placed the survey on the Twenticth AF’s SharePoint site, and Maj Gen Jack Weinstein,
commander, Twentieth AF, sent an ¢-mail to all 13N CGOs, inviting them to participate in the
survey. The e-mail message can be viewed in attachment 1. The survey collected six basic
demographic questions, with commissioning source and commissioning year being optional
because of concern that these demographics would make participants easily identifiable. The
survey remained open for seven davs. The Twentieth AF HQ sent the survey to the three missile
wings—the 90th, 9ist, and 341st—for dissemination. Wing leadership sent reminder e-mails
twice to the target audience of CGOs who are or have been on ICBM missile crews.
Approximately 625 13N CGOs received the invitation and the survey link, which mchuded a
code to ensure that the data from individuals who may have taken the test but were outside the
intended population were not incinded in the data analysis. ADC counselors advised 98 of the
623 possible participants not to take the survey due to allegations of cheating. Therefore, the
total number of participanis able to take the survey became 327. Out of the remaining possible
participants, 249 13N CGOs completed the survey. MCCMs who were pulling alert while TDY
were instructed to answer all questions for their home unit.

Table 1. Missile testing, training, and environment survey,

Demographics

Commissioning source

Commissioning year

Total sime in the AF

Time as a missile combat crew member (in vears)

Squadron

Base

Survey

I, I fellow missileers needed my help, T would be willing to bend rules to help them,

2. 1 think sharing specific currency test guestions is acceptable,

3 I Taumed in o fellow nissideer for breaking a rule. i would negatively impact how others
treat me.

4. Prior to the Malmstrom inciderst, [ think monthly currency tests were administered in
accordance with the rules.
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3. 1 feel more loval to fellow crew members than the Air Foree as a whole.

6. Thers is an expectation {0 score 100 percent on the monthly test.

7. My score on the monthly currency tests has a significant impact on my career progression.
8. Prior to the Malmstrom incident, the reward for sharing test questions was greater than the

CONSCUUCHCCS,

9. Prior to the Malmstrom incident, sharing monthly test answers was a conmmonplace practice,

10, I would be willing to turn in a fellow missileer for breaking a rule.

t1. My peers would be willing to turn in a fellow missileer for breaking a rule.

12, hnitial Qualification Training effectively prepares me fo perform my primary mission.

3. Mission Qualification Training effectively prepares me to perform my primary mission.

14, Monthly currency tramning effectively prepares me to perform my primary mission.

13, Monthly currency training I receive is effective in preparing me for the monthly currency
tests.

16, Monthly currency tesis provide an accurate assessiment of my competency as a missileer,

7. My squadron commander values high test scores even at the expense of ethics.

{8, I respect my squadron commander as a leader.

19. My squadron commander places the need of the squadron above personal suceess.

20. My squadron commander is worried crew mistakes will negatively affect their carcer.

21. My squadron commander is open fo new ideas,

22. My squadron commander participates in monthly traiming and testing the same way as 1 do.

23, My squadron level leadership is aware of improper behavior within the unit,

24. Squadron level feadership is excessively involved in day to day field operations.

25, Senior leadership (group and above) waould be more effective if they pulled alert duty.

26. Senior leadership does not understand the burden of monthly currency requirements.

27, Monthly testing should be accomplished with your crew pariner.

28. A Q1 on evaluations has an 1mpact on my career progressiosn.

29. Are there any other comments or concerns related to these topics that were not addressed by
this survey? If so, please specify.

Limitations

Due to restrictions imposed on the CDI, missileers under investigation for cheating were not
surveved. This resulied in a sample that 13 less representative of the underlying population than a
sample drawn from the entire population would have been. The absence of responses from these
missileers biases and fowers the precision and accuracy of the results.

The population and sample size impact the confidence and margin of error. The popuiation of
mierest is 625 mussileers (13N} between the ranks of second lisutenant and capiain, The
Twentieth AF distributed the survey to those missileers not under investigation and received 249
responses. The response size and vanance aliow for 83 percent confidence that the reported
percentages reflect the population percentages with a margin of error of =10 percentage points.




Since the Likert’s attitude scale is an ordinal {numerically ranked) scale, analysis for identifying
the existence of statistically significant differences was limited to the Chi-squared test, and
techniques for statistically dentifving source(s) of statistically significant differences were not
available. Advanced analytical techniques, such as analysis of variance between groups
(ANOVA) and i-tests, which would Tacilitate a higher resolution of analysis and enable statistical
identification of source(s) of statistically significant differences, require that the data be
continitous and that the interval lengths between the Likert response poinis be known. In this
case, the analysis team did not know the interval lengths and chose not to make assumptions
concerning those lengths or continuity.

In some cases, there were not sufficient data to perform the Chi-squared statistical test; thus,
statistically based conclusions could not be made in those cases. This was frue i general for
analysis by sguadron because sample sizes for several squadrons were too small. Therefore,
regarding analysis by organizaton, g proper investigative analysis could only be performed at the
wing level

Another limitation involves timing. The survey took place afier the initial mvestigation info the
Malmstrom AFB test compromise. Participants likely had different responses after the possibly
emotionally charged cheating allegations than they would have given prior to the incident.

Twentieth AF 13N CGO Focus Group Methodology

Focus Group Protocol

The focus groups covered questions related to the circumstances and causes of the Malmstrom
AEB test compromise, including but not limited to training and festing culture and leadership
environment and oversight, The CDI, led by Lt Gen James M, "Mike™ Holmes, conducted these
focus groups at F. E. Warren AFB, Vandenberg AFB, Minot AFB, and Malmstrom AFB to
probe the instituiional factors that coniributed to the Malmstrom AFB nuclear missile currency
test cheating incident. As specified in Twentieth AF memeorandum and the AFGSC's CDI into
ICBM testing culture at Malmstrom AFB, the focus group questions focused on missile CGOs’
perspectives on missile training and festing culture and leadership environment and oversight.
The guestions utilized for the focus groups are listed below, organized by bases. CDI facilitators
asked Vandenberg CGOs a different set of guestions, as participants were not operafional nor
had they been an MCCM. The students at Vandenberg offer a different perspective and can
provide insight into IST, having not yet served on missile combat crews. Thus, their perspectives
adhere more closely to what 1s taught to all missileers before CGOs reach the wings.

Five to seven operational CGOs were selected at each base to attend one of three or four focus
groups, F. E. Warren and Vandenberg had three focus groups each. Minot and Malmstrom had
four focus groups each. At Vandenberg, facilitators selected five CGO IST students per focus
group. The students chosen for each focus group were among those already slated for fufure duty
at one of the three operational mussile bases—F, . Warren, Malmstrom, or Minot AFB.




Focus group participants each received a brief introduction on the scope of the focus group. To
ensure all comments remained confidential, facilitators did not collect name or personal
identifying information. The focus groups teok approximately 50 minutes to complete.

Focus Group Questions

Vandenberg CGO Focus Group Questions

0 00 1 O L B L N

-

e
[ O

What 15 your opinion of IST training?

What do you think about your IST block tests?

Is there pressure to get a perfect score on the block tests?

De vou think your tests are measuring your proficiency within each block?

How many of you wanted to be missileers?

Are you excited 10 go out to the missile wings?

What have vou heard about the monthly currency tests at the misstle wings?

Have yvou heard 1t is important to score 100 percent on your monthly currency tests?
Should it be important to make a 100 percent on the monthly currency tests?

. As a new missileer, do you think it is more imporiant fo be loyal fo vour fellow missileers

or to the rules?

. Why do vou think missileers would collaborate on the monthly currency test questions?
. Do you think collaborating on fests goes against integrity?
. What changes would you make to IST?

F.E Warren, Minot, and Malmstrom (Pwentieth AF} CGO Focus Group Questions

i.

2.

SRRV

© 90

What policy/guidance exists over testing procedures? How well do instructors follow
policy/guidance?

How is loyaity to each other viewed in the missile commumty? Can vou hmagine a
situation where lovalty would lead to setting aside the rules?

Why do you think missifeers would be willing to collaborate on the monthily currency test
quesiions?

Do vou think collaborating on tests goes against integrity?

How do you think leadership views test collaboration?

How does leadership affect the attitude surrounding testing?

What could leadership do to prevent cheating on tests m the future? What actions could
be taken to prevent cheating?

What sort of pressure 1s there to score a 100 percent on the currency tests?

What occurs when a missileer doesn’t score a 100 percent on the currency tests?

. Should it be important to score a 100 percent?
. Are monthly tests a good measure of nussileer proficiency? Or 1s there a belter measure

out there?

. Are the currency fests relevant to field operations? What do you think about its level of

difficulty?

. How frequently should the currency tests be given?
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14, Who do you believe should nstruct monthly fraining?
13, How would you improve the training process?

Characteristics of Participants

A fotal of five to soven 13N CGOs participated in ecach group. The groups included second
heutenants, first licutenants, and captains. The focus groups occurred during normal working
hours—08G0 to 1630. The groups included males and females, containing an assortinent of
commission sources (OTS, USAFA, and ROTCY as well as participants who were prior enlisted
before becoming 13N CGOs. Al individuals were college graduates, as that is a prerequisite for
commissioning,

Vandenberg Participants

All participants were students in missile IST. Participants had all completed, at a minimum, the
first five blocks of training out of the possible 10 blocks of mraining. A total of 15 individuals
participated in the focus groups.

Malmstrom, F., E. Warren, and Minot {Twentieth AF)} Participants

All participants were MCCMs. Some participants had worked in the shops before or served as
executive officers. There were male and female participants, participants with prior enlisted
military experience, and pariicipants from a variety of commission sources. A fotal of 63
individuals participated in the Twenticth AF 13N CGO focus groups—17 at F. E. Warren, 21 at
Minot, and 235 at Mabmstrom,

Focus Group Analysis Methodology

Focus groups were conducted in 2 permissive, nonthreatening environment to obtain 13N CGOs”
perceptions on the circumstances and causes of the Malmsirom AFB test compromise. To better
match the participants” eanks, two CGOs (a captamn and fiest Licutenant) ran the focus groups,
The first step to analyze the focus group data was to have the interviews transcribed: thus, the
focus group observer took detailed notes. Once the notes were finished, they served as the basis
for further qualitative analysis, Qualitative analysis was performed by identifying themes and
patterns and making comparisons between groups {differences among groups at each base and
differences among bases” overarching findings). Analyzing qualitative data  involves
development and assignment of themes and categories and looking for patterns and contrasts.
The process includes data reduction and interpretation of meaning.

Emphasizing and focusing on remarks that were tangentially related to the preset questions
meaningfully reduced the mass of data collected through the focus groups. To perform the
gualitative analysis, the CDI searched the remarks for commonalities and contrasted and
compared groups at the base level and then at the Twentieth AF level. The focus group data
analysis below includes writien supmmary notes based on the fiadings at each base. The CDI
created the categories while reviewing the comments and identifying common themes.
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Focus Group Limitations

A great deal of the skepticism about the value of focus groups likely arises from the perception
that focus group data are subjective and difficult to interpret, However, the analysis and
interpretation of focus group data can be as rigorous as that generated by any other method.
Some of the limitations of focus groups as an analytical method are listed below.

i. Focus groups often have less experimental control; the data 1s often more difficuit to
organize,

2. The success of the focus groups often depends on the moderator; thus, there 18 a high
potential for leading and bias.

3. Discussion must be conducied in an environpment that is conducive to conversation.

4. Qualitative data are limited in their external validity or their ability to be generalized to
the general population. A quaniitative study will be necessary in order to have good
external validity.

Another limitation 18 the same faced by the survey—that the focus groups took place after the
initial investigation into the Malmstrom test compromise. Participants likely had difforent
responses afier the possibly emotionally charged cheating allepations than they would have given
prior to the incident.

Twentieth AF Missile Testing, Training, and Environment Survey Data Analysis
Bemographics

The survey included six demographic factors: number of years spent in the active Air Force, vear
of commissioning, Commissionng source, wing number, squadron number, and the sumber of
years spent as an MUCM.
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Number of Survey Respondants
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Figure 5, Survey respondents by squadron.
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Figure 6. Survey respondents by vears as missile crew,

Summary of Responses

Questions were categorized by leadership environment and oversight, training ciectiveness,
monihly currency assessmenis, and missileer culture. Each category contains a frequency table
and summary statistics table of the responses. Responses that are heavily skewed positively or

negatively are highlighted in their respective tables.
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Leadership Environment and Oversight

‘The questions in this category centered on respondents’ views of their leadership regarding
respect, ethics, and duty responsibilities, It should be noted that 60.2 percent of respondents
agreed that their squadron leadership was aware of improper behavior (question 6). In addition,
10.4 percent of respondenis chose not to answer that question, which was particularly high in
comparison to the other questions in this category. Also, the responses indicate that 76.3 percent
respect thelr squadron commander as a leader {question 11}, The results for guestions 6 and 11
are highlighted in the following wble,

Table 2. Leadership environment and oversight questions: percentages.

Neither
Questions Completely  Somewhat Agregnor Somewhat Completely No
Disagree Disagree Bisagree Agree Agree Response
1 2 3 4 8
3. Sentor leadership dees
pot understanc the 5.6% 16.9% 20% 22.1% 31.7% 3.6%
currency reguireiments.
4. Senior leadership
{aroup and above) f‘:’;::;‘i 37% 16.5% 13.7% 7% 17.7% 3.6%
pulled alert duty.
5. My sguadren level
leadership is excessively 4% 17.3% 19.7% 26.1% 29.7% 3.2%

invelved in day to day
field operations.

7. My squadron
commander participates

in monthly training and 37.4% 15, 7% 14.9% 12.6% 10.9% 8.8%
testing the same way as ]

do.

8. My sguadron

commander is open to 7.6% 16.8% 16.5% 33.3% 28.5% 3.2%
new ideas.

9, My sguatdron
commander is worried

crew mistakes will 15.7% 16.1% 23.7% 337% 15.3% 5.6%
negatively affect their

CAareer,

1. My sguadron

commander places the 7.2% 5.6% 3 9% 24.5% 31.3% 4%

need of the sguadran
abave personal success.
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Neither

Questions Completely  Somewhat Agreenor Semewhat Completely No
Disagree Bisagree Bisagree Agree Agree Hespouse
1 2 3 4 b

1Z. My squadron

commander values high 38.6% 24.1% 20.5% 6% 6% 4.8%
test scores even at the

expense of ethics.

Table 3. Leadership environment and oversight questions: mean, median, and deviation.

Ne Standard

Questions Mean  Median N Response  Deviation
3. Sentor leadership does not understand the burden 3.60 4 240 9 1.27
of monthly currency requirements,
4. Senior leadership {group and above) wouid be more 2
effective if they pulled alert duiy.
£, My squadron level leadership is excessively involved  3.62 4 24 g (.21
in day to day field aperations.

2 246 g .54

(¥
1A

7. My sguadren commander participates in monthly 38

traiping and iesting the same way as 1 de,

8. My squadren commander is open fo new ideas, 3.66 4 241 ] 1.23
49, My squadroen commmander is worried crew nistakes 3.07 3 235 14 t.a2
will negatively affect their career,

I My sguadron commander places the need of the 3.66 4 239 10 1.24

] ¥

] b i suceess

12, My squadron commander values high test scores 243 2 237 12 1.20
even at the expense of ethics,

Note: Mean and standard deviation resulls in the above table were colowlated based on the asswmption that the
resposse daia are contiruous amnd that the inervals between adjacent Likert response points ave one unit in length,

Training Effeciiveness

The questions in the training effectiveness category centered on respondents’ views of the
effectiveness of monthly currency tests, mission gqualification training, and initial quabfication
training. In question 13, 71.5 percent of respondents disagreed that monthly currency tests
provided an accurate assessment of missileer competency, However, m question 14, 66.7 pereent
of respondents indicated that monthly training was effective in preparing them for the monthly
currency tests.
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Table 4. Training effectiveness questions: percentages.

Neither
Questions Completely Somewhat Agreencr Somewhat  Completely No
Pisagree Disagree Disagres Agree Agree Response
i 2 3 4 5

5, Monthly currency
;i‘;;gf:gﬁﬁ‘g;b - 18.1% 22.5% 18.9% 28.1% 11.7% 0.8%
my primary mission,

16. Mission Qualification

g:;‘;f;ﬁ ﬁﬁf{?;‘;‘;‘;ﬁm 6.4% 17.3% 15.7% 41.8% 17.7% 1.2%
my primary mission.
17. InHial Qualification
Fraining effectively
prepares me to perform
My primsary mission,

&% 14.5%, 7% 44.6% 22.53% 4.8%

-

Table 5, Training effectiveness questions: mean, median, and deviation.

Neo Standard
Questions Mean  Median N Response  Deviation

15, Monthiy currency fraining effectively prepares me 293 3 247 1.31
to perform my primary mission,

16, Mission Qualification Fraining effectively 348 4 246 3 116
prepares me to perform my primary mission.

17. Initial Qualification Training effectively prepares 3.64 4 247 2 L.16

me to perform my primary mission.
Note: Mean and standord deviation results in the above table were cafonlared based on the assumption that the
sesponse data ase continpous and that the intervals between adiacent Likest response points are one unit in length,

Currency Assessment

The questions in the currency assessment category centered on respondents’ views about the
impact that monthly currency training scores had on their carcers, perceived expeciations related
to scoring, and testing procedures. On question 1, 83.5 percent of respondents indicated that 2 Q1
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on evaluations impacited their career. Additionally, on question 22, 75.9 percent of respondents
agreed that monthly currency tests have a significant impact on their career, On question 23, 88.4
percent of respondents signaled that there 18 an expectation to score 100 percent on the monthly
tests. On question 2, 75.] percent of respondents agreed that monthly testing should be
accomplished with their crew partner. On question 27, 78.8 percent of respondents disagreed that
sharing specific currency test questions was acceptable.

Table 6. Monthly currency assessment questions: percentages.

Neither
Questions Completely  Somewhat  Agreenor  Somewhat  Completely No
Bisagree Disagres Disagree Agree Agree Response

i 2 3 4

20. Prior to the

Malmstrom incident,

sharing monihly test 38.2% 22.53% 15.7% 8.4% 7.6% 7.6%
ABSWErS Was 4

commonplace practice.

2. Prior to the

Malmstrom incidendi, the

reward for sharing fest 33 3% 20.9% 16.1% 9.2% 11.2% 9 2%
questions was greater

th

I8, Prioy to the
Malmstrom incident, 1
think monthly currency
tests were administered
in accordance with the
rules

6.4% 7.6% 9.2% 30.5% 41 4% 4. 8%
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Table 7. Monthly currency assessment guestions: mean, median, deviation.

Standard
M Medi Deviati

20, Prior to the Malmstrom incident, sharing monthly

: 2.19 2 230 19 1.29
iest answers was a commonpiace practiee,
21. Prior to the Malmstrom ineident, the reward for
sharing test guestions was greater than the 2.38 2 226 23 1.3y

CONSSGUENTes,

25 Prior to the Malnstrom incident, I think monthly
currency {ests were administered In accordance with 3.97 4 237 12 1.21
the rales,

Note: Mean and standard deviation resulis in the ahove iuble were calculated based on the assumption that the
response data are continuous and that the intervals behween adincent Likert vesponse points ave one unit in length.

Missiteer Culture
‘The questions in the misstieer culture category centered on respondents’ views on the lovalty of
peers and rule enforcement. In question 26, 73.5 percent of respondents indicated that turning in

a fellow missileer would negatively impact how they were treated by others.

Table 8. Missileer culture questions: percentages.

Neither
Chrestions Completely Somewhat Agresnor Somewhat Completely No
Bisagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Response
i 2 3 4 3
18, My peers would he
willing to turn in a 6% 16.9% 31.3% 30.5% 9.6% 5.6%

fellow missileer for

breaking a rule.

19. T would be willing to

turn in a fellow missileer 2% 11.2% 23.3% 36.6% 20.9% 6%
for breaking a rule.

24. I feel more loyal to

fellow crew members

than the Air Forceas a

whole.

18.5% 20.1%% 28.1%

]
<&
L4
ey

8.4% 4%
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Neither

Questions Completely  Somewhal  Agreenor  Somewhat  Completely No
Bisagree Disagree Disagree Agree Apree Response
i 2 4 5

28. If fellow missileers
needed my help,  would
he witling to hend rules
o help them,

23.3% 28.5% ILT% 15.7% 4.8% 4%

Table 9, Missileer culture questions: mean, median, and deviation,

No Standard

Questions Mean  Median N Response  Deviation
ISE. F\:fy peers wouk:! be willing to turn in a fellow 390 3 535 (4 106
missileer for breaking a rude.
1.1 w"culd be willing to turn in a fellow missiteer Tor 167 4 214 (3 02
breaking a rule.
e ¥ b i I3
24, 1 feel more loyal to fellow crew members than the 379 739 10 | 23

Alr Force as a whole

28, If Fellow missileers needed my help, Fwould be
willing {o bend rules fo help them.
Nate: Mean and standard devietion resulis in the abave iable were calovlated based on the asswmption that the

247 2 234 15 1.18

response data are continuous and thai the intervaly between adiacent Likert response poiats are one wnif in lengith,
Comparisons by Wing

Analysts compared responses among the three wings to assess the presence of a statistical
difference. For each guestion with a response, a Chi-squared comparison was performed by
wing, with the hypothesis that for each question the wing populations angwer the questions
similarly, For a given question with sufficiently low Chi-squared statistic values, analysts
concluded that one wing responded differently than the other two. Only questions for which
there was suflicient sample size and where statistically significant ditferences were found are
presented below. In cach question, analysts then reviewed the percentage of responses for cach
Likert score. Analysis could only make inferences on how questions are answered by the
population with a confidence mnterval haif-length (e, error) of 10 percentage points (see
limitafions). Therefore, it could be concluded with 85 percent confidence that the response
percentages for a given wing that differed from the others by 20 percentage points or more are
significantly different—these cells are highlighted in the table below.
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Table 10. Twentieth AF wings comparison,

Neither
o i Completely Somewhat Agree nor Somewhat | Completely
Question Wing Disagres Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 3

7. My squadron commander | 3415t MW 60.3% 19.0% 13.8% 5.2% 1L.7%
participates in monthly c MW ik o o iy or
training and testing the #oth M 46.8% 19.0% 21.5% S.1% T.6%
same way as 1 de, Sist MW 14.4%, 13.3%
12, My sguadron it MW 23 40 2784
eosnmander values high test ¢ ;
seores even at the expense of J0th MW 30.6% 228% 213%
ethics. 27.3% 13.2% 3.0% 7.0%
13. Monthly carvency tests 20.0% 6.7% §.3% 1.3%
provide an accurate y A o 44 o or
assessment of my 28.0% 31.7% 14,6% 14 6%, 11.0%
competency as a missieer. Fist MW IR, 3680 12.3% 11.3%% 1.9%
15, Monthly carrency ATt MW 25.0% 21.7% 18.3% 25.0% 10.0%
training effectively prepares il W T .y o i _ )
me fa porform my peimary | Y 9.5% 18.3% 19.5% 28.0% 24.4%
HSSIOT. st MW 21.0% 26.7% 19.0%, 30.5% 2.9%
16. Mission Qualification 3415t MW 3.3% 5.0% 15.0% 50.0% 26.7%
Fraining effectively Al AW + cns i Ny . o
prepazes we to performmy |0 8.5% 13.4% 12.2% 41.3% 24.4%
primary mission. Hist MW 6.7% 27.9% 19.2% 38.5% 7.7%
18. My peers wonid be st MW 14.3% 30.4% 33.9% 19.6% 1.8Y%
willing {o turn in a fellow a6t MW o . . + o i
missiteer for breaking a SGth | 3 8% 1.4% 38.0% 34.2% 12.7%
ruie. 9ist MW 4.0% 16.0% 29.0% 38.0% 13.0%
24, Prior te the Malmstrom Al MW 3.0 12.%% 28.5%
incident, sharing monthly Ofh MW N ) s
test AnSwers Was o P0th MW 19.8% 8.6% 6.2%
conpnanplace practiee, Dist MW 25 80 789 T RY, 2 0%
21, Prior 1o the Malmstrom 34Tg1 MW 33 %, 53 fo; 3199, 2 a9y
incident, the reward for - - = - i
shariag test gnestions was S0th MW 42 3% 23.1%, 17 8% 5.1% 11.5%
greater than the . .
CORSCQUENCeS, st MW 46.9% 21.9% 14.6% 8.3% 8.3%
22, My score on the monthly | 341st MW 6.0% 3,3% 5.0% 16.7%
currency tests has a et AAA o . ) .
significant impact on my Jith MW 3.7% 12.3% 1E.1%, 32.1%
career progression. Pist MW 3.8% 12.5% 11.5% 31.7%
25, Prior to the Malmsirom 34iel MW o 4% iy -
incident, T think monthly — 16.4% 16.4% 18.2% 32.7%
currency fests were S0th MW 3.8% 16% 49% 24.1%
administered in sccardance .
swith the rules, Pist MW 3.9% 3.9% 5.8% 34.0% 52.4%




Twentieth AF 13N CGO Focus Group Analysis

Vandenberg AFB CGOs
What is your opinion of IST training?

Overall, the majority of respondents from all the focus groups perceived training as fair and well-
constructed to achieve the course objectives. Students in all groups expressed that during some
training days they experience a fire-hose effect—bemng inundated with information. However,
these events represent a small percentage of their overall training experiences. Additionally, the
majority of respondents expressed a favorable opinion of their IST and their nstructor cadre—as
competent, professional, and positive. All groups noted that many of their instructors have
frequently stated that expectations and standards will be higher upon arriving at the missile
wings. Students from all groups stated they frequenily hear from their instructors the phrase
“things will be different once vou get to the wing.” This senfiment was commonly hinged to the
perception that pressure to perform perfectly will be intensified by the cultural expectations of
the missile wings.

What do vou think about your IST block tests?

The majority of group respondents perceived their block tests as fair and as a good measurement
of the course material and achievement of competency objectives. One participant from group 2
noted that the tests struck a delicate balance between assessing straightforward concepis and
critical thinking components. Respondents from all groups indicated that the performance
expectations were realistic and chalienging but achievable.

1s there pressure to get a perfect score on the block tests?

The majority of all group participants indicated that there was pressure fo receive a perfect score;
however, this pressure was primarily manifested internally and was not the result of external
factors. Subsequently, students would place the greatest amount of pressure on themselves;
however, students received multiple inputs in all groups that resulted in them experiencing
external pressures. For example, one class instructor had established a 98 percent test average as
the class goal. This action and other verbal conmments by instructors zbout high expectations
such as “jobs at the wing depend on your test scores,” which was cited by a student in group 3,
contributed to the perception that perfect scores were the unofficial expectation.

Do vou think vour lests ave measuring your proficiency within each block?

All groups repeated the common response themes given to question 2, stating that the tests do
measure individual proficiency.
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How many of vou wanted to be missileers?

Of the 15 total participants, no individual wanted to be a missileer. Only one member stated that
he or she had listed space and missiles on his or her dream sheet, and this student did so in the
hope of going into space.

Are vou excited to go out to the missile wings?

The majority of respondents from all groups reported that they were anxiously excited about
their new assignments and the prospect of employing their training and having their efforts
contribute to an operational impact. However, the same population size also indicated that they
were initially demoralized about their AFSC assignment.

What have vou neard about the monthly currency fests af the missile wings?

All groups noted that they have heard from thewr instructors and fellow students that the tests at
the wings would be more challenging than the Vandenberg tests and that expectations would be
higher, A clasgroom instructor reportedly told one participant from group 1 that “there’s a lot of
pressure to get 100 percent at the wing.” All groups reinforced that the rumor mill perpetuates a
commonly beld notion that perfect scores are the missile wing expectation and that those who
tall short will suffer punitive measures.

Have vou heard it is important to score 100 percent on vour monthly currency tests?

Within all groups, participants predominantly answered yes. The responses gathered o question
7 represent exactly the same sentiments expressed in response to this question.

Should it be important to make g 100 percent on the monthly curreacy tests?

The majority of group respondents agreed that striving for perfection should be the expectation
of all military professionals. However, if individuals fall short of this goal, that should not be

viewed negatively. One participant in group 1 noted that “I learn best when I make a mistake and
mess something up; however, I feel like Pm not aliowed to make rmustakes.”

As a new missiteer, do vou think it is more important to be loval 10 vour fellow missileers or to

the riles?

All group respondents agreed that by following the rules, one 18 being loyal to one’s fellow
missileers,

Why do vou think missileers would collaborate on the monthly currency test questions?

The majority of respondents from all groups indicated that pressure {internally, from peers and
leadership) would force missileers to collaborate on tests. The second commonly expressed
theme was the nussileers” desire to progress within their peer group—individuals who did not
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receive consisient perfect scores would nof advance and would fall behind their peers. Other
individuals conjectured that those who would collaborate on tests had become too lazy, that the
rumbness and dissociation from taking too many tests fucled 4 need to collaborate, and that the
horror stories produced by the missileer rumor mills about the unfair consequences imposed on
mussileers who missed test questions pushed nussileers to cheat.

Do vou think collaborating on tests goes against integrity?

Universally, all students agreed that collaborating on tests or any action that gave an individual a
testing advantage goes against Integrity.

What changes would vou make to IST?

Respondents provided a very diverse spectrum of responses. One participant requested the
course be exiended to avoid the overload effect on certain fraining days. Another member
countered that the cowrse did not need to be longer; rather it should contain an equally balanced
training schedule. One member from group 2 asked that instructors incorporate more videos of
procedures to help students visualize concepts. The same member also requested that instructors
eliminate the phrase “this is how I do this,” because having muléple instructors provide
variations on the same procedures can confuse students. Lastly, one theme which was echoed
all groups was the need to include a review day prior to block fests.

Twentieth AF CGOs

What policy/guidance exists over (testing procedures? How well do instructors jollow
policy/gutdance?

Focus group participants at the 9ist and 90th missile wings indicated that applicable regulations
and guidance directives dictate testing procedures, and the Instructors properly proctored and
supervised such procedures throughout the testing period. In one group from the 91st MW, crew
members noted that prior to the wing's 2012 CUL there were exceptions to testing policies,
meluding free class 100s for posting changes within EWO documents or for holidays. The same
group stated that these policies were completely eliminated post-CUL Responses from the 341st
participants varied from those of the 90th and Slst in that none of the groups mentioned any
guidance or regulations for festing. However, one of the 341st groups noted that proctors have
undertaken several new ipitiatives to discourage cheating, detatling that proctors have separated
students with various seating/spacing intervals, employed different test versions, and used two
proctors to answer questions and monitor for collaborative efforts. Two of the 341st groups
described how students can ask questions, take bathroom breaks, and use their regulations
throughout the testing process.
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How is lovalty to each other viewed in the missile community? Can vou imagine a situation
where lovalty would lead to setting aside the rules?

All respondents in all groups expressed that loyalty was high among MCCMs and that they felt a
strong team mentality within the crew force. All respondents emphasized that crew members
should take care of each other. Some such statements include “we’re all in this together” and
“1t’s us versus them.” At Malmstrom. participants clarified that they are most loyal to their crew
partner and then to the CGO corps. One of the 341st MW groups indicated that loyaliy has
fimis, stating that “when it comes to the things that are real big, we know where the line 8.7
However, another participant in the same group stated that “lines get blurred when you're told to
take care of your deputy.” In all four groups, the majority of 341st participants offered similar
responses, stating that crew members take care of cach other—even m field operations—whether
by signing on the launch control center inventory for items that another crew accidently omatted
or checking their deputies’ test answers. As a participant of one of the 341st groups noted, “We
are all stners 1n the hands of an angry God.”

Participaats 1 the 91st MW groups demonstrated a greater reluctance o bend rules over lovalty
than those at the other two military wings——due to the cataclysmic 2013 CUL One Sist MW
group stated that regulatory compliance in the last year has vastly increased, with members now
more afraid of the punitive effects of noncompliance. One of the 91st MW groups expressed a
rift in missieer loyalty, noting that “there are two different groups in missiles, one in which
people know this job requires lovalty to each other and another group who wants to advance and
have shop hires, and throws othiers under the bus for their own advancement.”

Why do you think missileers would be willing to collaborate on the monthlv currency test
guestions?

All groups at all wings expressed that the higher pressure to score a 100 percent to ensure career
progression, coupled with an environment that had historically condoned test collaboration, led
missileers to think collaborating on the monthly currency fest was acceptable. The groups at 90th
MW specified that leadership expecis/demands perfection on the monthly fests, and test
collaboration occurred in an attempt to score 100 percent. Overall, the groups at the 34ist MW
noted that the perceived lack of value inn tests resulted in crew members being more inclined to
collaborate, because through this perspeciive, there was no operational impact. Frusiration about
the overemphasis placed on test scores and dispicasure with irrelevant test questions was
commonplace. As one participant stated, “It's not knowledge based, its trickery.” Therefore,
collaborating to avoid being tricked and subsequently admonished was considered acceptable.
One of the 341st MW groups noted that since missileers do everything together as a crew besides
testing, they develop this interdependency and then remove it when they test. All groups at the
9lst MW articulated the same core themes that peer competitiveness coupled with
unrealistic/illogical expectations by group and squadron leadership created an environment
which cheating was condoned. One participant conveyed the high expectations by sharing that
his or her squadron commander told MCUMs during their squadron command post certitication




brief that “if my field leaders can’t score better than 95 percent on tests, maybe they shouldn’t be
in the field; maybe they should be studying.”

Do vou think collaborating on tests goes against integrity?

Overall the groups at the 34ist and 90th missile wings found collaborating on fesis to be
acceptable as ong as they are not giving ouf answers, However, all group participants from the
91st MW agreed that collaborating on test materials was an integrity vielation. However, one of
the 91st participants added that “vou can talk yourself into doing things you wouldn’t normally
do because you see a culture of compromises and a leadership which is aware of what’s going on
and folerates i.” While the participants from the 90th MW found the test compromise incident at
Malmstrom wroag, all groups felt that helping one’s crewmate was different as long as direct
answers were not given. The respondents held that verbal suggestions, such as “recheck number
10,” were acceptable. The 90ih MW groups’ reasoning for this was that in the field they help
each other and call around to other crows; however, on tests they were on their own—conirary to
their normal way of operating. Participants in the 341st MW groups responded similarly to their
peers in the 90th MW, noting that crew commanders should be allowed to ask their deputy if
they have any guestions prior to submitting their test. One of the 341st MW groups was reluctant
to respond, but eventually admiited that if another person gave you answers, it constiuted
cheating, Another of the 341st MW groups agreed that collaborating was cheating, but rebutted
that “there are different levels of cheating,” and “integrity is subject to the enviromment created
by leadership.” One of the 341st MW groups noted that the squadron commanders take the
monthly tests without a proctor and openly collaborate without adverse consequences.
Ultimately, all 341st MW groups conceded that collaborative efforts did constitute cheating,

How do you think leadership views test collaboration?

Overall, every focus group belioved leadership was aware of the test collaboration and that the
lack of efforts to correct test collaboration before the 2013 CUI at the 9ist MW or the
Malmstrom incident indicated those leaders condoned such collaboration. One of the participants
from the 91st MW noted that “cheating has been going on for years; however, leadership
pretends that the cheating is not happening.” As one 341st pariicipani noted about lest
collaboration, “We're paving for the sins of our fathers.” The consensus from the 9ist MW
participants seemed fo be that leadership was unofficially aware of the fest collaboration, and as
one crew member noted, “Leadership knows exacily the worthlessness of our testing, and the
cheating which occurs; however, they choose not to engage.” As another participant pomted out
from the Sist MW, “Our sguadron leadership was just another generation of cheaters.” While
two groups from the 341st thought that leadership did not approve of collaborating, participants
believed leadership turned a blind eye to the situation—allowing it to contimue. Another 341st
group assumed that leadership knew what was occuring with the small collaborative efforis;
however, “they probably didn’t know about the texts and photos.” A similar response came from
another 341st group participant who stated, 1 believe the culture of collaboration has been
around for a fong time, and 1t got out of control.” There was frustration from participants in three
of the 341st groups regarding squadron leadership not taking the tests in the same manner in
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which crews are testing, alleging that leadership is given tests with highlighted answers. Similar
sentiments were expressed at the 90th MW, with the caveat that unofficially, past leadership had
encouraged collaboration and that, due to the old operations group commander, every one helped
each other to score 100 percent.

How does leadership affect the atiitude surrounding testing?

Overall, leadership was viewed as playing a major role in the amount of pressure placed on test
scores. All the groups perceive leadership to be excessively test-focused, creating a perception
that test scores are the most important metric for career progression. The 90th MW groups noted
that the old operations group commander had an upwritien policy that “vou must get 100
percent’™; in fact he would reportedly bave the scores posted and draw a bing to indicate “these
people are not meeting standards.” However, 90th MW participants noted that current leadership
has moved away from the test scores being the most imporiant metric. The 341st groups
expressed frustration, noting that leadership stressed the importance of scoring a 100 percent but
that the same leadership kept increasing the test difficulty in an attenipt to lower the test average.
A participant from a 91st MW group noted a similar issue, saying he was directed to “start
writing harder tests due to better crew performance on tests” This led to confusion as
leadership’s expectation was 100 percent, but the same leadership was dissatistied when this
standard was met. Participants in two of the 341st groups expressed astonishment regarding how
their leadership began to move away from test scores since the Malmstrom incident. One
participant revealed that the group commander toid his mission qualification fraining (MQT)
class that “your tests are very important™; however, following the initiation of the mvestigation,
he said to the crew force "1 don't ook at your scores.” Another member echoed this perception
of irony, noting that test scores are still briefed weekly at operations group staff meetings, where
scores are compared, generating milated emphasis and perception of importance. Frustration was
also common among the 34ist participants regarding the lack of transparency behind
leadership’s actions, such as decisions about shop hires, expectations, crew member progression,
and feedback from operational performance that may reinforce the perception that 100 percent
scores are necessary to progress. 9ist MW group participants stated that leadership personalities
and emphasis areas are eychie and that “old hat missileers go the way of the old order,”
exhibiting hypersensitivity toward test scores. Another participant had positive sentiments
toward the progress lecadership has made regarding testing, noting that “we’re moving in a
positive direction in regards to leadership’s roaction to falures, General Weinstein’s policies
have helped.”

What could leadership do (o prevent cheating on tests in the future? What uctions could be taken
fo prevent cheating?

Overall, porticipants from the 91st and 90th mussile wings asserted that they do not have a
cheating problem currently. In the 9lst MW, the present leadership’s lack of stress on the
importance of test scores has removed the motivation for cheating. In the 90th MW, effective
proctoring and multiple test versions solved the problem. One 21st MW participant pointed out
that leadership establishes the culture and that right now “we’re on the right track . . . [and] we're
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rebuilding but we’re still fragile.” A common sentiment across all the 90th CGO focus groups
was that if the tests simply assessed what they were intended to measure, cheating would not be
so rampant, Additionally, participants asserted that test questions tended to delve into obscure
concepis rather than assessing the baseline knowledge eoxpectations. Suggestions for
improvements leadership could take 1o remove the motivation for cheating came from 9ist and
341st MW participants, who suggested making scores nonpunitive by using 2 pass/fail scoring
system and allowing crew testing {allowimng missileers 1o test with their crew pariner).
Participants assert this would remove the stigma associated with the perfection standard that is
often compounded by internal pride and leadership-induced stress. A 341st MW participant
added that “peers shouldn’t be grading each other’s tests,” and feadership should “let people fail
and let them learn without 1t being a punitive process.” Another participant added that “what can
be done fo prevent murder in the future, there will always be a way around. 1 think we're asking

3t

the wrong question. Why don’t we figure out how to measure what matters?

What sort of pressure is there fo score a 100 percent on the currency tests?

The pressure to score a 100 percent on the currency tests varies among the wings. While all
wings historically place great emphasis on scoring 100 percent, the 90th MW participants
suggested that their squadron leadership has progressed from using test scores as the primary
metric, Participants in these groups noted that previous leaders generated significant pressure for
scoring 100 percent, ndicating that the commander looked only at test results, not the whole
person. Additdonally, the 90th MW participants noted that the drive for perfect scores was
reinforced by a fear of punitive measures for fatlure to succeed: however, ¢ach group specified
that the 90th does not have the same problems under current keadership. However, in the 91st and
341st missile wings, test scores were still viewed as the primary metric. The importance of
testing resonated across all the 341st MW groups, with one participant stating that the 490th
Mussite Sguadron “places squadron averages on the mission planning slides, and one member
was told by the sguadron commander that he was making himself ineligible to go to the shops
when he missed two test questions.” Al group respondents affirmed that this culture of
perfection has coniributed to an unhealthy competitive environment in which crew members
judge one another on the basis of their scores. Additionally all groups confirmed that leaders
over-relied on test scores fo differentiate among crew members and that participants percelved
leadership uses test metrics as the primary measurement for crew member progression.
Responses from the 9ist MW groups varied shightly in content but carmied the same overall
theme that progression as a missileer depends upon testing performance and that one needs
perfect scores in the missile carcer field to progress——because it is one of the few measurable
mefrics in missile operations. Participants from both the 91st and 341st mdicated that the
pressure o score a 100 percent on the currency tests begins al Vandenberg, where instructors
mention the mportant of perfect scores on the monthly fests at the wings. A 341st MW
participant mentioned that his or her sguadron commander told MCCMs that “if vou keep getting
98s, you will never go to the shop.”™ At every wing shop, hires were seen as the most important
step to career progression and led to sitting fewer alerts,
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What occurs when a missileer does not score a 100 percent on the currency tesis?

While there 1s great pressure to score a 100 percent on the tests, at gach wmg no group
mentioned any punitive action faken for failing to score a 100 percent. Rather, action seemed to
be taken 1f a crew moember falled a test, meaning scoring below 90 percent. A 9ist MW
participant summarized the common sentiment over test fatlures, stating that “if you fail a test
vou're taken out back and shot.” However, the 341st MW participants noted that if a misstleer
fails to score a 100 percent on the currency tests, he or she was hikely to draw unwanted attention
from squadron leadership. One participant added that if vou do notf receive consistent perfect
scores, “you will be an &-0 line crew member for four vears.” In the 3415t MW, participants
believed that upon new MCCMs® arrival from Vandenberg, leadership labeled and tracked them
based upon their testing performance. This hierarchy 1s perceived to have long-term effects,
resulting in stalled progression—with one missed opportunity snowballing into another and
compounding the peer group separafion. Participants from the 91st MW siafed that prior o the
2013 CUL repercussions from test failures were more punitive in nature; however, more
recently, actions are simply corrective retraining measures. However, one of the 91st MW groups
emphasized that their squadron leadership is not focused on why the crew member scored poorly
but rather how to get that member to 100 percent.

Should it be important to score a 100 percent?

While all Twenticth AF CGO focus groups believed that striving for perfection 3s admirable, not
all participants believed it should be important o attain a perfect score—they believed there is a
reason the regulation sets 90 percent as passing and crew members should be held o this 90
percent standard. There 1s a conumnon belief among all group members, regardiess of wing, that
the emphasis on test scores has led the missile career field away from the intent of the fest, which
is to validate training. A 341st MW participant noted that the operational missile community
reeds @ means to ensure crew members know their job; however, the current monthly tests do
not measure that, One of the 341st MW groups nofed that the missile community is creating
good test takers but that the goal should be perfect operations in the field rather than in training,
The majority of the 9ist MW participants also believed that only collective crew knowledge
needs to be 100 percent.

Are monthly tests a good measure of missileer proficiency? Qr is there a better measure out
there?

Overall, not a single group participant across the Twentieth AF believed the monthiy tests were a
good measure of missileer proficiency. Participants predominantly agreed that these tests do not
have a consistent baseline across the wings and do not measure any qualitative factors relevant o
field performance. As a 91st MW participant noted, “Test scores are not indicative of operational
proficiency; just because I make a 100 percent doesn’t mean I'm proficient, but leadership
doesn’t see it that way.” A similar response was made by a 34ist MW participant who noted that
“the things we do the most frequent in the field are trained and tested the least,” reeniphasizing
the diminished value of the training and testing. However, a few groups from the 341st MW and
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91st MW did see potential value in the tests—but not in their current form. A common consensus
among those groups was that evaluations, 1f administered properly, are a good measurement. As
participants from the 91st MW stated, “Most of the stuff we do in the operational environment,
we don’t test on.” However, 90th MW groups felt that monthly tests should be used for currency
instead of proficiency. Their underlying supposition is that without a test, missileers would not
study. Every participant across the three wings noted that the best measurement of operator
proficiency is garnered from field performance; however, participants had a hard time coming up
with methods to quantify or assess field perfonmance. All Twenticth AF groups believed a better
angt currently available measure for operational proficiency would be using the missile
procedures trainer (MPT), a training simulator, and that the MPT is the best validation
mechanism for measuring proficiency and knowledge.

Are the currency ftests relevant to field operations? What do you think about their level of
difficulty?

The overarching consensus was that tests are writien to stratify operation crew members and that
test taking does not translate to field performance. A 341st participant’s statement that
“everything but the mission is the mission” summarized the common sentiment among all
participants, alluding to the common practice among leaders in missile operations of becoming
fixated on extrancous details and Josing focus on the operational site picture. He added that since
the Malmstrom investigation started, “I’ve been treated so much better now than I have been
over my last four vears. I think leaders now realize how important my role is; they are so happy
to have bodies to go on alert.” Some 91st MW participants also complamed, as one group stated
that the value of classroom training sessions was severely diminished due to the lack of
relevancy and instructional effectiveness of the training materials. The participants of all groups
echoed that the classroom instruction was “death by PowerPoint slides,” which was repetitive
and a check-the-box requirement that was a complete waste of time.

The predominant response across all group participants was that the test difficuity varies. Some
questions are well designed and others are not, with numerous questions delving in the irrelevant
supporting materials within the crew members’ technical orders and EWO regulations. All group
participants expressed a universal disdain for questions that had no operational value.
Participants from onc of the 91st MW groups expressed thetr frustration i being subjected to the
mood and perspective of the {est author, resulting in some months with notably easy fesis and
others filled with stump-the-dummy tvpe questions, Participants from the 341st MW had a
similar response, noting there is extreme subjectivity based upon the test author and that tests
will become more challenging in preparation for inspections. However, other participanis were
guick to defend test writers, ¢iting their fack of formal traming and oversight, During testing at
34ist MW, there was a slide on display that stated students should “beware of the hook,”
referring to catching the subtle details within questions intended to challenge and potentially
confuse test takers, Participants at the 341st echoed this 1dea, noting that many iests were poorly
writien, utilizing complex scenarios instead of assessing baseline knowledge. Participants at the
341st and 91st noted that since Twentieth AF has taken over writing the monthly tests, the issues
with complex questions have disappeared. Not g single participant from the 341st or 9lst
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disliked the Twentieth AF tests; rather, they found them a straightforward and a fair
measurement of knowledge, Only some participants of the 90th MW groups preferred their own
test writers over the Twentieth AF standardized tests.

How frequently should the curvency tests be given?

The responses to the frequency of currency iests were very diverse within and among wings. The
responses fluctuated among quarterly testing, monthly testing, or a graduated festing schedule
based on performance and time on crew, Groups from the 341st, 91st, and 90th MW all had
participants that did not see anything wrong with monthly examinations 1f the tests were written
properly and assessed knowledge and competency. Multiple participants from all wings
suggesied the testing interval should depend on how long missileers have been on crew, with
experience driving the testing frequency. There was a consensus among the groups at all wings
that new operational missiteers shouid have monthly testing and fraining due to the amount of
information they must leamn; however, they believed the pressure 1o be perfect on the fests is
unacceptable and crew members should be allowed to learn from their mistakes. There was a
caveat noted by participants from the 91st MW that the inspection cycle drives the testing culture
and frequency due to the high rate of inspections.

Who do you believe should instrict monthly training?

The group opimions on who should instruct monthly training differed among the three wings—
with the 90th and S1st against deputy trainers and the 341st in favor of deputy tramers. All group
participants at the 341st MW believed instructor selection should be based upon competency and
knowledge, not position; 1f a missileer has the knowledge and ability, he or she should be
allowed to instruct and evaluate. The lack of transparency in shop (instructor) selections and the
criteria for selection o the crew force were points of contention for participants in all three
wings. Members from all the 91st MW groups agreed that the current process for selecting
evaluators and instructors is completely broken. One pariicipani described 1t as a “good ole boy
system,” where shop crews look out for their own. He described how evaluators returning to
their line squadron to complete their upgrade evaluation were told “the first one back is free,”
referring to a free evaluation rating. Each group from the 90th and 915t agreed that the deputy
mstructor position should be removed, stating that deputies lack the credibility and experience to
make them subject matter experts and should instead be learning their job. The responses were
overwhelmingly similar-—that ¢rew members with experience and ¢redibility should be the sole
instructors and evaluators for the crew force. However, participants from multiple 341st groups
argued that there are few positions and opportunities available for officers {0 develop and grow
in their leadership faculties and that remeving deputy instructors might stunt CGO development,
These participants supported their argument for keeping the deputy position using the example of
a junior deputy instructor who did a phenomenal job instructing. Some participants in the three
wings alse recommended that instructors and test proctors PCS to a different wmng to alleviate
the issues that may arise from the buddy system and remove the peer pressure. A myriad of
suggesied alternatives from the 91st MW included haviag civilians or members from other
sections proctor the tests to remove the peer/social group pressure. Others suggested having only
experienced and respected crew commanders in shop positions.
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How would vou improve the training process?

‘The participants offered mulliple responses covering a wide variety of training processes and
functions. A few suggestions were recurrent among various groups, including empowering the
crew commander to lead and train the crew and to 1mstill more frust in the crew commander and
his or her perspeciive; having the flight commanders and CGOs run the day-to-day operations
and training; using crew time more deliberately; having a willingness to admit knowledge and
performance deficiencies and making it okay to fail and show weaknesses; and aligning the
testing, training, and evaluation environmental expectations,

A group at the 91st proposed having tiered training and tests, separating freshmen and seniors to
offer training tailored to their experience level. Some other suggestions from the 91st included a
master question bank at Twentieth AF for monthly tests, tracking on-the-job training to eliminate
classroom fraining requirements, and defining structured pathway/intervals for crew member
progression. Additional ideas included utilizing the squadron weapons officers more effectively;
establishing a universal alert count standard for completion of crew tours; creating environmenis
where mistakes are valued as learning opportunities; triaging training requirements based on
criticality to place emphasis on the information that should have higher importance; creating
better instructional products to make them useful and engaging and less of a “copy and paste”
exercise; making ftraining and testing more conceptual, more focused on understanding
relationships, and less procedural in nature; standardizing instructional processes and products
across the wings; and allowing more MPT time for crew practice.

Answers from participants in the 341st MW groups also varied considerably. These included
such ideas as making computer-based training available to crew members to complete while on
alert, starting classroom sessions with a pretest to show how training should be tatlored to the
audience, eliminating the death-by-PowerPoint culture, updating training periodically to ensure
the same materials are not presented on a continuous basis, placing greater emphasis on the crow
commander being responsible for traming bis or her deputies, removing emphasis from crew
integral rates, allowing a more flexible schedule to give crew members varving crew
perspectives and ehminating crew complacency, placimg emphasis on the whole-person concept
when making manning decisions, establishing formalized criteria and procedures for shop hires
to show crew members a clear pathway for progression, minimizing schedule changes that
negatively impact family life, allowing more time for MPT sessions, providing different training
sessions for different crew members based on experience levels, allowing crews fo test together
but retaining an independent EWO assessment for individualized componenis, and having a
closed/open book test hinged to annual evaluations.

Responses from the 90th MW mncluded making the test pass/fail. Others suggested eliminating
monihly festing and focusing on training, establishing crew iesfing, wriling beiter fesis,
increasing simulator time, and adding another traiper to ¢ach wing.
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Twentieth AF 13N CGO Assessment Findings
Leadership Enviranment and Oversight

A startling revelation is that 60.2 percent of respondents at some level agreed that their squadron
leadership was aware of improper behavior. Additionally, 10.4 percent of respondents chose not
to answer that question, which was particularty high in comparison to the other guestions in this
category. This would suggest that misbehavior within squadrons, such as test collaboration, was
known at the squadron lcadership level, Focus group comments corroborated that leadership
hikely was aware of test collaboration. While 64.7 percent of respondents do not believe that thew
squadron commander values high fest scores even at the expense of ethics, wing responses
differed  sigmficantly—offering an  msight into  differing leadership  cultures. While
approximately 72 percent of respondents from the 90th and 91st missile wings disagree at some
fevel with the statement that their squadron commander values high test scores even at the
expense of ethies, only 45,7 percent of respondents at the 34 1st disagreed at some level, and 27.1
percent of respondenis at the same wing believe their squadron commander values high test
scores even at the expense of ethics, This latter statistic compates to the 4.9 percent who agree
with the same statement at the 90th and 10.1 percent of respondents trom the S1st,

Only 22.5 percent of respondents disagree at some level with the statement that senjor leadership
does not understand the burden of monthly currency requirements, while 53.8 percent either
somewhat or completely agree with the statement. This sentiment was also expressed in focus
group discussions, as participants offen noted that senior leadership is far removed from the
operational day-to-day requirements and does not understand the issyes today’s MCCMs face.

The survey indicated that 55.8 percent of respondents agree at some level that sguadron-level
leadership is excessively involved in day-to-day field operations. Focus group findings validate
these findings, as parbicipants expressed a common  belief that squadron  leadership
micromanages and crew members and flight commanders have no actual power and ate not
trusted (o perform on their own.

When it comes to squadron commanders participating in monthly training and testing the same
way as missileers do, 37.4 percent of respondents completely disagree and only 23.5 percent
milicate some degree of agreement. Most telling is the breakdown by wing, with the participants
at the 9ist providing significantly different answers than those at the 341st and 90th. At the latter
wing, 60.3 percent completely disagree that their squadron commander participates in monthly
training the same way as crew members do, while 46.8 percent hold the same view at the 90th.
By contrast, only 23.3 percent of respondents at the 91st completely disagree and 48.9 percent of
respondents either somewhat or complietely agree that their squadron commander participates in
monthly fraining and testing the same way they do. Focus group findings corroborated and
expanded upon these survey findmgs. Since the 2013 CUL squadron commanders at the 91st
MW have been taking their monthly tests and completing thewr academic training with missile
crews. However, groups at the 341st indicated that their squadron commanders take the monthly
test with other squadron commanders in a class known as “T§” and that squadron commanders




also receive answers along with the test. Respondents from the 90th MW focus groups also
indicated that their squadron leadership takes the monthly tests separate from crews,

Overall, opinion seemed posiiive for squadron-level leadership, with 76.3 percent of the
responses indicating that 13N CGOs respect their squadron commander as a leader. Additionally,
61.8 percent of respondents perceive their squadron commander as open to new ideas, There was
an even distribution of respondents who believed their squadron commander was worried crew
mistakes would negatively affect his or her career, with 31.8 percent of respondents disagreeing
at some level and 39 percent of respondents agreeing at some level. Only 16.8 percent of
respondents disagreed at some level with the statement that their squadron commander places the
need of the squadron above personal success, whereas 56.2 percent of respondents agreed at
some level. Focus groups also did not indicate a problem with squadron leadership: only a few
participants made negative statements. However, responses on the survey comments as well as
focus group comments indicated that the opinions of group-level icadership, particularly the
operation groups at certain wings, such as the 341st MW, were not as favorable.

Training Effectiveness

Survey responses were posifive for the effectiveness of MQT and IST, with 58.5 percent of
respondents agreeing at some level that MQT effectively prepared them to perform their primary
mission and 67.1 percent of respondents agreeing at some level that IST effectively prepared
them to perform their primary mission. The positive response to IST training reverberated in
focus group findings, with the majority of current students perceiving IST as fair and well-
constructed to achicve the course objectives. Similarly, not a single focus group participant in the
Twenticth AF suggested IST needed to be improved. Responses were consistent across wings,
with no significant differences.

Participants’ opinions were splif regarding the effectiveness of monthly training, with 39.8
percent agreeing at some level that monthly currency training effectively prepared them to
perform their primary mission and 40.6 percent disagreeing at some level. This split was largely
uniform across the three wings. Respondents indicated that the monthly training was effective 1n
preparing them for the monthly currency tests, with 66,7 percent agrecing at some level
However, 71.5 percent disagreed at some level that monthly currency tests provide an accurate
assessment of their competency as a missiicer. The views of 34ist MW respondents were
significantly different from those at the 90th and $1st, as 81.7 percent of respondents at the 341st
completely disagreed that monthly currency fests provided an accurate assessment of missileer
competency and 20 percent somewhat disagreed. In comiparison, only 28 percent at the 90th and
38.7 percent at the 91st disagreed completely, and 31.7 percent at the 90th and 36.8 percent at
the 91st disagreed somewhat. The seatiment that monthly testing fails to accurately assess a
missileer’s competency was expressed by every Twentieth AF focus group. Overall, not a single
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group participant across the Twentieth AF believed the monthly tests were a good measure of
missileer proficiency, with the overarching consensus being that tests are wriiten to stratify
operation crew members and that test faking does nof transiate o field performance.

Monthly Carrency Assessments

‘The focus group and survey findings supported the perception of the importance placed on
perfection in testing and evaluations within the missileer environment and culture. The focus
group findings indicated that the pressure to score a 100 percent on the currency tests varies
depending on the wing. While all wings historically place great emphasis on scoring 160 percent,
the 90th MW groups suggested that their squadron leadership had progressed from using test
scorgs as the primary metric. In contrast, the perception persisted that the 341ist leadership still
emphasized the importance of scoring a 100 percent. And the common belief held by all focus
groups 1s that scoring poorly on tests, even if a mussileer passes, will negatively affect career
progression. The survey results indicate this sentiment Is expressed across the wings, with 82.5
percent of respondents believing at some level that a Q1 on evaluations has an impact on their
career progression and 75.9 percent of respondents agreeing at some level that the score on the
monthly currency tests has a significant impact on their career progression. However, the wings’
focus groups gave different responses, with 75 percent of the 341st participants agreeing
completely (16.7 percent agreeing somewhat) and approximately 41 percent of the 91st and 90th
participants agreeing completely (32 percent agreeing somewhat) that the score on the monthly
currency tests has a significant impact on career progression. Additionally, 88.4 percent of
respondents agreed at some level that there is an expectation to score 100 percent on the monthly
test, and in contrast to the focus group findings, there was no significant difference between the
Wings’ responses.

Swvey findings marrored the focus groups” suggestion that monthly testing should be crew
testing. 75.1 percent agreed at some level that monthly testing should be accomplished with thelr
crew partner, and only 12,4 percent disagreed at some level,

In regard o the monthly test collaboration that occurred at Malmstrom AFB, the survey results
combined with the focus group findings offer an insight jato differing cultures between the
wings. When asked whether sharing specific currency test questions is acceptable, 78.8 percent
of respondents disagreed at some level. Interestingly, 71.9 percent of respondents agreed at some
level that prior to the Malmstrom mcident, they thought the monthly currency tests were
administered in accordance with the rules. However, swrvey respondents from the 341st MW
answered significantly differently than those at the other wings, with only 164 percent of
respondents agreeing completely compared to the over 50 percent of respondents from the 90th
and 91st holding the same view. A toial of 49.1 percent of the 341st MW respondents agreed
completely or somewhat, whereas a total of 79.7 percent of respondents from the 90th MW and
86.4 percent of respondents from the 91st MW agreed completely or somewhat. This would
mdicate that prior to the Malmstrom incident, the testing environment at Malmstrom was likely
not as controlied, and tests were not administered according to guidance.
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‘The findings mdicated that 60.7 percent of respondenis disagreed at some level that prior to the
Malmstrom incident, sharing monthly test answers was a commonplace practice. However, the
34ist MW respondents answered sigmificantly differently than the other two wings, with only
29.8 percent of the respondents disagreeing at some level and 383 perceni of respondenis
agrecing at some level, 56.2 percent of respondents disagreed at some level that prior 1o the
Malmstrom incident, the reward for sharing test questions was greater than the consequences.
Yet again, the 341st responded significantly differently with only 9.6 percent of respondents
disagreeing complietely, compared with the approximately 43 percent of respondents from the
90th and 9ist. In regard to the reward for sharing test guestions being greater than the
consequences prior to the Malmstrom incident, 42.4 percent of respondents from the 341«
agreed elther somewhat or completely. As 98 of the possible 200 missileers at the 341st were
unable to take the survey due to advice from their ADC counsel, the respondents’ perspective is
even more telling—these were the individuals who were not implicated in the testing probe, The
results do not mnclude responses from those missileers under suspicion of misconduct. While
focus group findings indicate that participants at each wing viewed collaboration as acceptable,
the 341st had a culture that viewed sharing test questions and answers as acceptable. Whide the
respondents were not necessarily involved in test misconduct, the findings would suggest an
environment at the 341st where the majority of crew members at least knew misconduct was
OCCUITINg.

Missileer Culture

The questions that centered on respoadents’ views about the lovalty of peers and rule
enforcement offer insight mmto the nussileer culture. Only 40.1 percent of the respondents
believed their peers would be willing to turn in a fellow missileer for breaking a rule. Although
responses from the 341st MW were not sigmificantly different from the other two wings, 21.4
percent of 341st responders, the lowest percentage among the wings, agreed that their peers
would be willing to turn in a fellow missileer. An additional 37,5 percent agreed at some level
with the statement that they would be willing fo turn i a fellow missileer for breaking a rule.
The focus groups corroborate this finding, as participants indicated that loyalty would allow for
bending minor rules; however, all respondents indicated that there are Lines they would not cross
to protect a fellow missileer.

Shightly more respondents disagreed with the statement that they feel more loyal to fellow crew
members than {0 the Air Force as a whole, with 39 percent of respondents disagreeing af some
level and 28.9 percent agreeing at some level, Focus group findings mdicate o culture of “us
versus them” in the operational missile community and suggest that loyalty 1s often strongest for
crewmates, Significantly, 73.5 percent of respondents agreed at some level that if they turned in
a fellow missileer for breaking a rule, 1t would negatively impact how others treated them, while
only 10 percent of respondents disagreed af some level. This indicaies reluciance in the missiie
community to fusn in missileers who may bresk rules—most likely due to a fear of being
ostracized or otherwise negatively perceived within their community. Additionally, 51.8 percent
of respondents disagreed at some level with the siatement that they would be willing o bend
rules to help a fellow misstleer, 1f that fellow missileer needed their help. Only 20.5 percent of
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respondents agreed at some level that they would be willing to bend rules to help another
missileer,




Attachment I: Survey Introduction Email

Earlier this year, there were allegations of drug use and cheating on monthly currency tests
within the Twentieth AF ICBM operations crew force. In response to this incident, the
Cormmander, Alr Force Global Strike Command initiated an mveshigation mto the nusstle
training, festing and gvaluation environment. This survey is a critical tool for providing senior
leaders insight into the enviroament 1 which [UBM operators work., Your answers on the
following guestions will aid i shaping the way forward. Please use vour perspective as a
missileer 1o answer the questions as honestly as possible.

Welcome to the Twentieth AF Missile Testing, Training and Environment Survey.

Please take a few minutes to provide us with some honest feedback. All responses will be
anonvimous, Individoal responses will be kept confidential but summarized responses may be
released to the publhic under the Freedom of Information Act (consider OPSEC mmphications).

If you are not currently on missile crew, but are a CGO who has missile crew experience, please
answer this survey based on that experience. If vou have no experience in the missile field or are
an FGO, then please do not take this survey.

Please use the final question to elaborate on any specifics vou feel need to be addressed that may
or may not have been covered in this survey. Your honest feedback 1s extremely valuable and
appreciated. All of your comments and responses will be carefully reviewed by leadership and
will be critical to their decisions abowt what the future of training and testing within missile
operations will look like.

Ensure that vou enter the access code provided fo you 1n this email. If you do not enter that code,
vour responses canmot be accepted because we canmot verify that they came from a CGO
missileer.

The ACCESS CODE for the survey 1s[?®-

The survey will close out COB 13 Feb 2014,

When vou have carefully reviewed these instructions, please proceed to the survey by clicking
the hink below. Thank you for your time and feedback.

https://20afeis.af mil/em/A 3/ Lasts/Current%20and % 20former%%20MCC%20survey/overview.as
px
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CGO Instructor/Evaluator Focus Greup Data
Introduction

The purpose of the instructor groups was to explore the institutional factors that contributed to
the Maimstrom AFB nuclear missile currency test compromise incident as specified in the
Commander Directed Investigation (CDI) mto ICBM Testing Culture, Malmstrom Asr Force
Base, MT memorandum dated 27 lanuary 2014, Focus group questions listed below sought
members” perspectives on missiie training and testing culture as well as leadership environment
and oversight. These guestions also sought mstructor and evaluator suggestions on how to
improve the integrity of the testing process and the ICBM fraining and evaluation system as a
whole.

Summary of Findings

Focus group responses reveal significant contributing factors that led to an environment where
test compromise could oceur, including a culture centered upon perfection in test scores, relaxed
standards creating gaps in iesting integriy safeguards and a perceived gray area in academic
integrity, and crew force loyalty. However, respondents also provided several recommendations
for improvement, including reducing pressure caused by the culture of perfection by minimizing
the importance of knowledge testing scores, ensuring knowledge testing meets the objectives,
and allowing flexibiiity for wings to develop their own traming and evaluating processes—
maximizing the effectiveness and efficiency of the fraining process. While these findings should
not be interpreted as justification for alleged inappropriate or illegal actions of officers within the
ICBM community, they do provide insight into possible root causes for observed activities and
potential recommendations for improvement.

‘The participants cited a culture of perfection in the ICBM community that often manifested itself
in the training and testing environment. According to participants, at times, squadron and group
lcadership placed significant emphasis on knowledge testing scores, utilizing them as a
performance standard in rating individeal proficiency, manning decisions, and individual and
unit competition. Often, according to participants, the expectation of crew members was to score
a 100 percent on most, if not all, examinations. The amount of pressure seemed dependent on
leadership climate, with Minot and F. E. Warren participanis noting reduced pressure today
compared 1o previous experiences. They noted, however, that this dynamic was based on
lcadership climate and not part of any cultural norms. Participants believed this dynamic could
easily revert back with any change in the leadership teams. Participants also believed that this
culture of perfection was a contributing factor in crew members taking actions outside the
mndividual effort standard, including “fishing” for answers, commanders helping deputies, and
group testing. A fow participants believed this o be a key contributing factor in the testing
compromise at Malmstrom AFB.

Participants also revealed gaps m enforcement of standards utilized to protect testing integrity.
The missile wings had taken fairly significant steps to profect the integrity of knowledge testing,
including implementing test control, proctoring tests, utilizing multiple versions of tests, masking
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versions of tests, and controlling answer sheets. However, leadership did not follow these
safeguards for all knowledge testing environments, Participants at all bases observed relaxation
of the standards when 1t came o codes and weapon system testing, believing the open book
nature of the testing would limit instances of crew members cheating on these tests. For example,
at Minot, leaders often failed to proctor tests, leaving enforcement of the rules up to the class—
an action later reversed following the 2013 combined unit inspection {CUR. Additionally,
participants in all groups believed that while students were aware of the higher-headquarters-
levied mdividual testing requirement, the students see activitics such as group testing and fishing
for answers as longstanding “accepted practices.” The lack of standard enforcement allowed for
an environment where tests could be compromised and where crew members became willing to
compromise the integrity of the individual effort knowledge tests.

Another chalienge revealed by participants rovoived around the relationships within the 1ICBM
community. While instructors across all groups showed a significant loyalty to duty, they also
felt pressure in their loyalty to one another and the group as a wheole, This created a very
challenging position for mstructors between enforcing the standards and serving their fellow
crew members. Some instructors would not allow any level of “assistance™; others saw such
assistance as an opportunity to mect the primary objective to train crew members, Stll others
noted the pressure on an mstructor may drive him or her to mistake “the winginan concept” for
“helping a buddy out.” Focus groups felt that this pressure would be most profound for a deputy
commander and recommended a more robust mstructor certification traming and pernodic
toliow-on training and oversight—especially for deputy commanders. Addifionally, focus group
members from AETC recommended that AFGSC clearly define academic integrity and cheating
in the AFGSC Instruction 13-5301 volumes to protect crew members and testing integrity from
cultural norms that may run contrary to the desired fraining and testing process.

All focus groups agreed that changes should be made in the training and testing system. First,
they believed that the mmportance of testing scores should be minimized. The purpose of this is
twofold: 1} to bring testing back within the bounds of its objectives, measuring crew member
proficiency and validating #raining: and 23 to limif one of the major factors driving crew
members to cheating—the culture of perfection. Participants recommended a broad scale of
options, ranging from eliminating festing to nonretributional testing to pass/fail testing. Most
participants believed that pass/fail testing would be the most effective, as 1t would reduce the
importance of scores while keeping the opportunity to “fal” to ensure crew mombers take hoth
training and testing seriously.

Focus groups also noted that testing should meet a set of objectives. Currency tests that measure
crew member proficiency should focus only on the key tasks and knowledge areas important for
performance as a crew member {similar fo rated bold-face tests). Proficiency tests utilized to
validate training can be more broad or in-depth depending on objectives and levels fo which
members are trained but should also allow students to make mistakes (i.e., masked scores,
pass/fail, or nonretributional only). Finally, instructors recomimend wings be allowed to develop
their own training, much of which is currently developed at Twentieth Air Force. According to
participants, developing traiming at the wing level more effectively applies the ISD maodel and

(-38




allows greater flexibilify for wings to meet fraining needs and address task deficiencies in the
most effective and efficient manner.

All Air Force officers are trained on the core values, the first of which is integrity. Participants
revealed that students were aware of and understood higher headquarters testing requirements;
however, a series of factors, including several outlined by these instructor focus groups, served
to create an environment where testing integrity was able to be compromised. The findings of
these focus groups provide both insight mto the root causes and recommendations for
improvement as viewed by the instructors and evaluators serving on the front line where the
incidents occurred.

Instructor Focus Group Methodology and Protocol

Instroctor focus groups were conducted at F. B, Warren AFB, Vandenberg AFB, Minot AFB,
and Malmstrom AFB. The CDI conducted three instructor focus groups at each wing, with each
group comprising three to six wing-certified missile combat crew instruciors and evaluators. The
exception was Malmstrom, where limitations of available instructors and evaluators due to alert
schedules and those represented by legal counsel only allowed for two focus groups, with each
comprised of three to four wing-certified instruciors and evaluators. The CDI alse conducted
three focus groups each, comprising four AETC-certified missile initial qualification training
instructors stationed at Vandenberg, The AETC focus groups were divided by the base of
previous missile assignment (F. E. Warren, Malmstrom, and Minot). Each focus group was
conducted by the sanie two members of the CDI to ensure continuity.

All focus groups occurred during normal working hours, with the earliest group starting at 0800
and the latest group ending at 1730, All groups were conducted in a private room, with only
focus group and TDI members present. Focus group participants received a brief introduction on
the scope of the focus group from CDI members. The CDI also explained that if would not be
mn¢luding names and other personal identifying information in #s notes or the CDI write-up to
ensure all comments remamed confidential. The CDI then conducted a question-and-answer
session utilizing the questions below. The AETC focus groups were asked the same question set
as the missile wing focus groups buf were also asked fo compare and contrast their experience at
the missile wings and their experience as an AETC instructor, The TDI concluded focus groups
with the opportunity for group members to provide additional feedback on topics related to the
CIDI that might not have been covered during the course of the discussion. Each focus group took
approximately 90 munutes to complete.

Focus Group Questions

i. How are the currency tests typically admimistered? Could vou walk me through a typical
testing session? What are the procedures if a proctor leaves the room?

2. What mstructions are given to students before they take the tests?

3. What policy/guidance exists over testing procedure? How aware are the students of the
policy/guidance set for festing procedures? How well do swmudenis follow
policy/guidance?
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4. Do vou agree with the testing policy/guidance?

5. What is the training for an instructor/test proctor? Do you feel the training is adeguate?

What would you change about 1t?

What type of oversight is provided for instructor duties? How are you evaluated?

What safcguards are taken to ensure integrity of the test? What actions could be taken to

prevent cheating?

8. How mmportant i1s a squadron’s performance on testing? Why is it important?

9. What occurs when a missiicer does not pass a test? Is there motivation to ensure all test
takers pass?

10. What sort of pressure s there to ensure students score a 100 percent on the currency test?
From whom do you typically sce that pressure? Do you feel an internal pressure, or a
personal motivation fo ensure a student scores a 100 percent?

11, What s the relationship between instructors and studeats like? How about outside the
classroom?

12. How would you change the testing process?

-

Characteristics of Participants

Instructor focus groups under this CDI surveyed a total of 46 officers. The groups included 38
males and 8 females across an assortment of commission sources (OTS, the USAFA, and ROTC)
and from different races. As a college degree is a prerequisite for commissioning, all individuals
were college graduates, with many participants having obtained master’s degrees. Focus groups
at the missile wings mcluded 26 captains and 8 Beutenants. Most members were on their first
operational missile tour. Several of the mstructors had been extended on their first duty
assignment beyond the normal four-year PCS point to fill EWQ, codes instructor, or senior crew
member billets (a fairly normal practice in ICBM operations). Several of the instructors also had
prior enlisted experience m the Air Force or sister services. The AETC nstructor groups
included 12 captains on their second or third tour as officers in the Air Force, with several of
these instructors also having prior enlisted experience. All AETC instructors had conducted an
operational missile crew four at one of the three missile operations wings prior o their
assignment as an ALTC instructor,

Focus Group Responses

1. How are the carrency tests lypically administered? Could you walk me through a tvpical
testing session? What are the procedures if a proctor leaves the room?

Focus group participants revealed that the EWO test had the strictest controls, duc fo its
classified nature. All wings administered the EWO test in a vault using multiple versions of the
test. All wings now also mask the version, so students are not aware of the version they are
taking. A minimum of an instracior and an O-5 proctor all EWO examinations. Instructors must
it the number of answer sheets to two, and students who leave the room must be escoried—
per Twenticth AF policy. Participants noted different experiences with codes and weapon system
testing. Test booklets were controlied. However, students could utilize multiple answer sheets,
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but only one was expected to be furned in to the proctor. All other answer sheets were not
controlled in most cases. Additionally, there may or may not be multiple versions of the test
admunistered to students. Focus groups satd that due to the open-book nature of the codes and
weapon system tesis, cheating was not expected. All fests (EWO, codes and weapon sysiem)
were proctored, with the exception of Minot as discussed below,

There was a significant difference in responses to this question from the focus group at Minot
and the Minot instructor focus group conducted at Vandenberg, All focus group participants
stationed at Minot and the former Minot crew members at Vandenberg revealed that prior o the
2013 CUL Minot knowledge testing was not always proctored. Participants noted that in many of
the testing sessions, the instructor initiated the test and then Ieft the room. Members in the room
then dictated the testing atmosphere, which varied from individual testing to crew testing to the
entire class taking the test together, During the 2013 CUL crew members were expected to take
an ndividual effort test, which approximately 25 percent faied. Al knowledge tests
administered post-CUT are now proctored, and leadership strictly follows higher headquarters
testing guidelines. Minot focus group members noted that testing scores have risen significantly
and that they believe the rise n scores is due to the enforcement of the individual effort standard.

2. What instructions are given to students prior to taking the tests?

Participants revealed similar procedures across the missile wings. Parficipants stated that
instructors would sometimes show a slide on testing procedures at the end of the brief, All EWO
tests included an extensive set of nstructions on the first page of the test, including the directions
that each test is individual effort. Participants at Minot siated that these directions “may or may
not” be on the weapon system and codes tests, while participants at Malmstrom and F. E. Warren
recalled instructions being on all of thelr weapon system and codes tests. Participant responses
revealed that the AETC IST unit at Vandenberg had the most robust instructions to students. The
first day of IST mcludes a lesson on academic imtegrity and instructions on testing. Rules on
academic integrity are once again briefed o the students just prior to the test, and each test
includes instructions highlighting the test as individual effort. Participants believed that this was
necessary for the new students at Vandenberg but did not feel it was necessary to go this in-depth
at the wing; they believed that the instructions in the testing booklet were sufficient.

3. What policv/guidance exists over ltesting procedure? How aware are the students of the
policy/guidance set for tesiing procedures? How well do students follow policy/guidance?

All focus groups revealed that testing policy at the wings is derived from the AFGSC Instruction
13-5301 associated volumes, the Annual Training and Evaluation Plan, the Twentieth Air Force
Standard EWO Training Matenals (SETM), and recent guidance memoranduras from Twentieth
Air Force. All focus groups stated that they believed all students were aware of the knowiedge
testing policies listed in these documents. However, focus group responses also revealed that
these policies were not always enforced. Across focus groups, participants nofed violatioans of the
mdividual effort requirement, mcluding crew commanders assisting deputy crew commanders,
students fishing for answers through clarification questions o test proctors, and group testing.
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Several participants in focus groups across the bases noted that the relaxed standards
enforcement led to students viewing the above “techniques™ as accepted practices and “everyone
thought it was mnocent.”

Participants at Vandenberg noted a rigorous testing and academic mtegrity policy. Chapter 4 of
AETC Instruction 36-2909, Recruiting, Education, and Training Standards of Conduci, outlines
the meaning of academic integrity and clearly defines cheating. These participants felf it was a
good baseling and thought that a similar section should be included in the AFGSCI 13-530]
volumes. They believed that providing a clear definifion of cheating would betier protect crew
members and the integrity of the testing provess from cerfain culiural norms that may run
contrary to desired testing practices.

4. Do vou agree with the testing policv/guidance?

Focus groups unanimously agreed that testing policy and guidance needs to change. There was
unanimous disagreement with the policy of having an O-5 in the room for testing. One
participant noted, “If you can’t trust me to test, then how can you trust me on alert?” Participants
felt that the presence of Instructor proctors in the room was sufficient. Additionally, participants
across focus groups questioned the frequency of testing. Several groups questioned the need for
monthly codes and weapon systemn testing, citing that these may be better trained/evaluated m
the simulator or via an annual codes certification, for example. Across the groups, participants
were also concerned regarding the objective of knowledge tests. They did not believe the
questions on knowledge tests accurately identify crew members” knowledge deficiencies or that
the tesis adequately validate iraining. Another focus group chalienged Twentieth Air Force’s
writing of the tests. They belicved it bresks the ISD model the Air Foree uses w develop
training. Allowing the wings to develop training gives them flexibility to better train and
evaluate tasks and respond to training deficiencies in an effective and efficient manner.

5. What is the training for an instructoritest proctor? Do you feel the training is adequate? What
would you change about if?

Participant responses demonstrated very similar experiences in fraining received to become
instructors and evaluators. All three wings had a two- to three-day classroom portion of
instructor training, a self-study, and approximately three observations (more if needed) of an
mnstructor or evaluator condueting duties prior to certification. Additionally, Twentieth Air Force
requires all instructors and evaluators to aitend traming for their duties at the ICE within the first
three months of certification. However, due to funding restrictions, wings are currently waived
from this requirement. Participants felt the ICE course was very useful for a new instructor or
evaluator; however, participants who had attended after their first three months of certification
did not feel the course was worthwhile.

While all participants in the Malmstrom focus groups felt prepared for mstructor/evaluator duty
following instructor/evaluator training, parficipant readiness for instructor duty at other bases
varied. Several focus groups touched on deputy commanders being pushed forward for instructor
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or evaluator duty foo fast. Participants who did not feel as adequately prepared could not note
any specific areas for improvement other than focusing on preparing them to teach in the
classroom rather than instructional processes {(where to stand, how to fill out fraining forms, etc.).
Additionally, there was little if any iastruction on knowledge testing rules/procedures across the
missile wings.

The AETC instructors noted a robust training process prior 0 becoming nstructors compared to
thelr certification experiences at the missile wings. Instructors are required to attend the basic
mstructor course and then observe seasoned instructors conducting dufies prior to certification.
Participants felt that the AETC certification process better prepared them for their instructor
duties and definitely better prepared them for test administration. Once again, however,
mnstructors complained that the course focused more on procedure than on actually preparing
them to be an mistructor.

6. What tvpe of oversight is provided for instructor duties? How are you evaluated?

Participant expetiences for follow-on training, oversight, and ¢valuation varied throughout the
wings. All wings except Malmstrom had an annual training requirement and also were
yisited/inspected by Twentieth AF, with most instructors and evaluators experiencing more than
one observation per vear. All wing instructors/evaluators also noted they would recerve feedback
from their trainees or evaluatees. Participant responses varied as to whether they felt their
postceriification training and evaluation requirements served fo 1mprove their capability as an
mstructor or evaluator, but most recommended at least some level of periodic training throughout
the year. Malmstrom had a2 semiannual requirement for insiructor observations and would
conduct quarterly instructor training sessions. All participants in the Malmstrom focus groups
felt their training was sufiicient In preparing them for instructor duties.

The AETC IST instructors had a robust posteertification program, requiring three observations in
the first three months followed by semiannual and annual observations---depending on level of
experience, Once again, participants noted that these observations focused more on procedure
than technical content of what they were teaching, but they still found the feedback useful in
making them a better instructor. Participants agreed that a more robust posteertification program
would be useful to wing mstructors, provided it focused on improving the instructor rather than
evaluating procedure.

7. What safeguards are taken io protect the integrity of the test? What actions can be taken to
prevent cheating?

Participants noted that the missile wings had fairly robust policies to protect the integrity of the
test, when the local policies were followed. Currently, missile wing instruectors create knowledge
tests on password-protected drives accessible only to instructors. Paper copy tests are stored in
safes or the EWQ vault, are numbered, and can be checked out only by mstructors. Multiple
versions of the test are created and masked fo prevent cheating, and answer sheets are controlied
(at least in EWO). Student seating is spaced out, when possible, to prevent students from looking
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at one another's paper. Additionally, following the Malmstrom incident, cell phones and other
electronic devices are not allowed in unclassified classrooms. Such restrictions already existed in
EWO class due to classified material used 1 training. Focus group participanis noted that wings
could enforce existing policy and utilize the same procedures emploved to protect EWO tests for
codes and weapon system testing to further prevent cheating.

8 How important is a squadron’s performance on testing? Why is it important?

All focus groups agreed that a squadron’s performance on knowledge festing was important,
citing that testing scores are included in officer performance reports and individual and unit
award packages. Several participants responded that testing scores are “the most important
factor,” “evervthing,” and “a top concern of leadership,” and “it’s all about the metrics.” Several
groups noted that squadron commanders wanted to win the Squadron of the Year award, with
one determining element being testing scores. Several focus groups relayed stories of squadron
commanders 1n metrics meetings arguing over a 0.1 percentage point difference in knowledge
testing scores. Another participant noted hearing the operations group commander say of metrics,
“It’s how I score my squadron commanders.” Participants at Minot and F. E. Warren focus
groups noted that that emphasis on test scores had dropped, but they believed that this 1s driven
by current operations group leadership. They feared that ateniion could easily revert back to
testing scores following leadership changeover,

9. What occurs when a missileer doesn 't pass a test? Is theve motivation fo ensurve all test takers
pass?

Participants noted that an ICBM crew member who fails a monthly exammation or annual
evaluation will be restricted from alert doties. The mdividual is subsequently refrained, retested,
or reevalsated, and then unrestricted from duty by his/her certifying official. Additionally, due to
the extremely competitive nature of missile crew member scores, a crew member who fails a
knowledge test or monthly examination will bkely not be hired as an instructor, evaluator, or
other such position. This can also mean that a member who has already achieved such a position
may be fired for a testing failure (see also question 10). One participant overheard a student
saying, “Well, there goes my career,” after failing a monthly test. Participants at Mot and F. E.
Warren noted that hustorically crew members would be fired for failing a test, but recently a
more whole-person concept is considered, However, like question 8 above, this dynamic, t0o0, i1s
leadershup dependent according to participants.

When asked if there s motivation to ensure all test fakers pass, participants quickly answered
that they did not feel pressure to ensure students passed. Participants across all bases relayed
stories of group leadership directing harder tests if there were not enough failures or testing
scores were too high, Instructors, however, noted pressure when 1t came 0 vetraining and
retesting these individuals. Often there was pressure (o push the member through retraining the
same day as he or she failed the knowledge test to ensure he or she was available for alert the
following day. Participants saw this as commanders caring more for meeting a schedule than
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ensuring the crew member actually understood the material, and they questioned whether the
monthly training was really about training the crews or about “checking a box.”

10. What sort of pressure is there 10 ensure students score ¢ 100 percent on the currency test?
From whom do you typically see that pressure? Do you feel an internal pressure, or a personal
motivation to ensure a student scores a 100 percent?

While instructors across all groups mitially stated that they did not feel pressure to ensure
students received 100 percent, as discussions unfolded, some stated that they did feel pressure
brought on by this dynamic. Several participants cifed squadron leadership (commanders and
operations officers) telling them, T don’t care how vou do 3, get a 100 percent.” All groups
across all bases shared stories of crew members not being hired or being fired and even being
placed on directed study during “days off” for averaging less than 97 percent on knowledge tests
{equivalent to one missed question per test). One participant stated, “Your job is on the line
every time you take a test.” As such, participants relayed stories of crew commanders arguing
the fidelity of questions in order to get questions “thrown out,” and at times the crew
commanders would check their deputy crew commander’s answer sheet to ensure they also
scored a 100 percent. Participants experienced crew members fishing for answers through the use
of clarification questions clearly phrased so the instructor would give away the answer if he or
she addressed the crew member’s question. Finally, where the testing environment allowed, a
few participants relayed stories of crew or group testing being conducted on mdividual effort
tests.

Participants had a wide variety of response to such pressure. Several participants noted seeing
clarification questions as a fraining opportunity and would “assist [erew members] without
giving them the answer.” They stated that they wanted to ensure the crew member only missed
the question if they truly did not understand the concept. Othors stated that they experienced a
wide range of instructor responses to clarification questions, ranging from giving no assistance at
all to literally pointing out the answer to the student. To other participants, the pressure did not
come from an individual but the desire to “ensure the crew force as a whole succeeds.” While not
being directly asked, three focus groups at Malmsirom and Minot cited the pressure to get a 100
percent as the primary reason for the test compromise at Malmstrom, stating that “they don’t
cheat to pass, they cheat to get a 100 percent.”

11, What is the relationship between instructors and students like? How abour outside the
classroom?

When asked about the role friendships plaved, participanis gave a variety of answers. Those
wstructors who were no longer combat mission ready (CMR) crew members actively performing
alert duty responded more quickly and with more definitive answers that personal relationships
did not factor into grading knowledge tests. However, those still on CMR crew status
unanimously noted that they had personal relationships with “Just about everyvone™ to whom they
administered knowledge tesis. While stating that their duiy as an insfructor was never
compromised, several of the CMR-ceriified instructors did see how an instructor could be
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compromised by friendships. One participant stated that one “could see the possibility of an
instructor mistaking the wingman concept by trying to help a buddy out.” Another cited loyalty
to the crew force as a whole, stating that the pressure “wasn’t to help friends, but ensure that the
crew force as a whole succeeds.” However, schedulers within the group stated that they were
cognizant of such relationships and would reschedule events where the trainer and trainee had a
close relationship (i.c., spouse, roommate, etc.} where possible. Additionally, all surveyed
mstructors seemed o have a strong sense of duty, with several sharing stories of giving a failing
score to a friend and fellow crew member who did not pass a {esi.

12. How would you change the testing and training process?

Participants unanimously agreed that the testing provess needs to change and provided a series of
suggestions as to where they believed changes would best serve the ICBM force. All focus
groups agreed there needs o be a change in the scoring process and that the pass/fail system
would likely be the best compromise. Several group members recommended going to a
nonrefributional test, but there was also concern that crew members would not take fraining
seriously without the forcing function of the test. Numerous focus groups across the wings
suggested that missile testing mirror the rated community with a pass/fail, bold-face test from a
test bank, focusing only on the critical ifems a crew member needs to know. One participant also
recomumended eventually going to a computer-based festing system, also like the rated
community, to drastically reduce the possibility of cheating. Participanis suggested that the
training validation function for monthly training sessions could be covered by a nonretributional
test, correctable to 100 percent, if deemed necessary by leadership. All focus groups discussed
crew testing as an option with mixed results. Focus group members agreed that, with the
exception of a distinet few, most activities are conducted as a crew, but crew testing would also
allow a commander to “pull along™ a weak deputy commander. Finally, several groups discussed
climinating weapon system and codes testing altogether and replacing such testing with training
validation through performance-based checks in the simulator. This would open up more time fo
do degp-dive training during weapon systemi and codes class. Many participants did note,
however, that simulator training should be a crew member’s opportunity to make a mistake so
training events in the simulator should be largely nonretributional, as these activities are already
validated through an annual crew member evaluation in the simulator. All groups believed that
EWO classroom training and festing should continue to ensure crew readiness for the wartime
mission.

Several focus groups also recommended a change in how training 1s conducted. Fiurst, several
tocus groups recommended that the wing should build tramning products, with Twentieth Air
Force approving or disapproving those products as required. This fits better with the ISD model,
according fo participants, and would allow greater flexability in training and training validation.
Additionally, participants recommended that the Job Performance Reguirements Listing and the
Annual Tramung and Evaluation Plan be roviewed and changed. Participants suggested that
certain lower-priority tasks, such as blast door operations, could be trained by the missile combat
crew commander to their deputy commander—much like other Air Force on-the-job tasks are
trained. This would reduce the number of tasks frained during group classroom sessions and
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allow greater focus on more important tasks. Some parficipants suggested fraining with 4 more
Socratic question and answer method rather than the current death-by-PowerPoint lecture style
used today. Several other participants recommended having commander and deputy commander
classes, where deputies could study core concepts and commanders could do a deep dive inio
tasks. One participant with extensive training experience summarized it by stating, “You cannot
put training in a box. Yet that is how the Air Force does i#t.” The bottom-line theme across all
focus groups is that they want training and festing o meet objectives and better prepare the crew
force rather than simply checking a box.,

G-47




Leadership Interview Analysis
Introduction

The purpose of the squadron and group commander interviews was to explore the institutional
culture and leadership factors that may have coniributed to the Malmstrom AFB knowledge test
compromise Incident as specified in the Commander Directed Investigation (CDI) into ICBM
Testing Culture, Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana, memorandum dated 27 January 14,

Summary of Findings
Demographics

Across the missile wing leadership enterprise, all key officer leadership positions were manned
with personnel that had previous missile crew experience. The squadron commanders’
experience level in ICBM eperations averaged 11 vears. Across the three bases, F. E. Warren,
Minot, and Malmstrom, the averages were 10, 11, and 12 vears respectively. Overall, individual
squadron commander experience levels ranged from a minimum of six years o a maximum of
{5 years. The group commanders” experience level in ICBM operations was more disparate. The
F. E. Warren group commander has six vears’ experience in 1CBM operations and 20 months in
the job; the Minot group commander has been mm KCBM operations for 20 years with seven
months in the job; and the Malmstrom group commander has 10 years' experience in ICBM
operations and 19 months in the job.

Training

All of the commanders who were asked “are missile crews sufficienily trained to execute their
mission without additional input?” responded affirmatively. These perceptions have been
reinforced over time by their OGV shops, their personal crew member experiences, high tfest
scores, and favorable inspection results.

There were several suggestions to improve the overall fraining environment. One commander
noted that he wants to see better classroon fraining for their new deputy commanders. Two
others stated that they wanted to see more realistic, real world, story-driven training rides m the
stmulator versus event-driven trainer rides. Two others suggested that having a fighter-pilot-type
debrief with experieniced mstructors at the end of the simulator ride would help remforce the
training objectives. One suggested that “we should frain how we fight” and that the unclassified
training products should be available to crew members on-demand using their compuiers,
Another suggested making the training more ISD compliant, focusing on knowledge and
performance skills required for crew member operations and focusing less on generic tasks.

Relative to leadership oversight of the training, all of the squadron commanders who were asked,
with the exception of the OSS commanders, unanimously stated that they do not observe very
much traiming. They stated they do not observe the classroom fraining because they do not want
to interfere with classroom instruction; they think their presence makes the students feel
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uncomfortable, and then students do not feel free to ask any questions. Most of the fraining
squadron commanders do observe is from behind the glass of the MPT, where students cannot
seg them. All of the OSS commanders unanimously spent more time observing classroom
instruction, MPT training, and crew testing.

A minority of the commanders do not like the current practice of having deputy crew member
instructors that are not already crew commanders. Under the current construct, once you have
been a deputy crew member for approximately 12 months, leadership selects who goes to the
shop and become a deputy instrictor/evaluator. When one becomes an mstructor/evaluator, ong’s
monthly alert requirement is reduced from cight alerts a month fo two alerts a month. The result
of the current construct 1s that you have a very junior crew member structor/evaluator with
little weapons systems experience and operational proficiency, which himits his or her ability to
be an effective and credibie instructor.

Over the course of conducting 20 leadership interviews, there were a fow themes that resonated
with everyone. One of the themes was that crew members will not volunteer to take additional
training rides m the MPT to improve their performance. Interviewees said there is a stigma
attached to doing more training rides. Thus, students worry that if they ask for more training,
leaders will perceive them as slow learners or perhaps incompetent crew members. This paraliels
another theme the interviewers heard that says “pulling more alerts over a long period of time 1s
seen as a bad thing.” Another version of the same theme 1s “those with the least amount of alert
tours wins.” These themes seem fo resonate with how crew members perceive their operational
proficiency and performance.

Testing

Altention to detail is drilled into missile crew members from day one at Vandenberg AFB during
their IST. Once they finish IST, they move to their operational base to complete their MQT
program. Onece gualified, CMR crew members take a monthly codes test and weapons sysiem
test that are completely open book to stay certified. In addition, they take the EWO test, which
allows crew members o use certain regulations while limiting access to others. A few of the
commanders stated that these open-book tests more likely evaluate crew members’ ability to
ook things up versus their knowledge and understanding of the material.

All of the commanders interviewed stated that they have not verbalized or directed any test
expectations other than crew members need a 90 percent or higher score to pass the test.
However, a majority of the commanders interviewed shared the following themes they bave
heard from crew members or other leadership relative to test expectations. These include the
following statements: “If you don’t have a 98 percent test average, vou're nof coming fo the
shop™; “Get 100 percent no matier what it takes”; and “We're doing this to make sure gvervone
succeeds.” Although current leadership savs this does not reflect reality, there is the perception
among the crew force that they need to get a 100 percent on their tesis for positive career
progression and other desirable opportunities.
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A majority of the commanders we interviewed about the testing compromise at Malmstrom were
quite surprised by the number of people involved, the boldness of their actions, and the level of
sophistication involved with the compromised material. However, a couple of commanders at
Minot stated that they were not so much surprised that the test compromise had occurred, just
surprised at how it had happened. Another commander who was not surprised stated that be saw
cheating back when he was a crew member at Malmstrom. One of the commanders stated, I
don’t know how they could have seen it coming, {or] how they could have siopped it from
happening.”

All of the commanders unanimously responded in the affirmative when asked if they would be
open to a master question list or bold-face type test. Using that train of thought, commanders
offered several different ideas on ways to mnprove the testing. A couple of commanders
reconrmended that the tests be pass or fail. Another commander recommended computer-hased
training, with the primary focus on evaluating crew performance in the simulator. Several others
stated there 1s little value in the current open-book festing process because it only reflects how
well one can look things up in the techmcal orders or regulation. A couple of commanders also
recommended that festing should be conducted guarterly rather than monthly. They also stated
we should place more weight on the trainer rides versus the paper test.

A majority of commanders noted that testing policy and guidance instructions were very clear
and posted on the cover pages of the tests. However, one commander noted that there were no
ciear definitions or stated policy on academic integrity. Ancther commander stated that the
recently published guidance on test procedures is muddy and confusing,

All the commanders unanimously responded affirmatively when asked if they “recetve updates
on how the crews are doing in testing.” However, they also stated that they do not look at
mdividaal test scores. A couple of commanders said the fest scores are posted for evervone to
view. Utilization of test scores varied across the wings. All wiags develop metrics using the
standardized training and review panel (STRP) process but stated the STRP product was driven
by Twentieth AF and 18 only used to review trends for training validation—not to track
individual scores. Additionally, a couple of squadron commanders noted these average scores are
used for OG awards. In addition, all commanders noted that test scores appear in almost all
officer performance reports (OPR) in the wing, but a recent policy change states that one can no
longer utilize test scores in OPR bullets.

A majority of the commanders 1dentified a “gray area” m missie testing culture. They noted that
the standards protecting test integrity were not always followed. For example, a majority of the
commanders recalled testing experiences during thelr time on crew when crew commanders
would assist deputy erew commanders by checking their answers or telling then: to go back and
check 2 particular answer, When asked 1f squadron commanders take the tests in the same venue
as their crew members, Malmstrom and F. E. Warren commanders noted that they take these
tests separately from their crews, while Minot leadership takes their tests with their crews. The
rationale provided by Malmsirom and F. E. Warren for the difference was that commanders take
the test a month prior to “validate the test™ and remove any bad questions prior to crews taking
the test. The fact that crew members at Malmstrom knew that combat-mission-ready squadron
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commanders took an individual effort test as a group may have coniributed to expanding the
perceived “gray area” rules on testing by the crews,

Overall, commanders want to provide an atmosphere of excelience for their personnel. One of
the commanders even said that he was glad to see the CDE “I see 11 as help 15 on the way.” The
findings of these interviews identified several factors that may have contributed to an
environment where test compromise could occur. While none of these factors should be mistaken
as rationale for crew member misconduct, correcting the identified i1ssues within the system and
mstitutional culture would serve to further protect system infegrity and betier prepare crew
members for mission success,

Leadership Interview Participation Methodelogy and Protocel

Leadership interviews were conducted at the three operational missile wings located at F, E,
Warren AFB, Wyoming, Minot AFR, North Dakota; and Malmstrom AFB, Montana, and the
AETC traming group located at Vandenberg AIB, California. The latter conducts space and
missile IST for the Air Force, Interviews included a total of 20 officers: 4 group commanders; 3
deputy growp commanders; and 13 squadron commanders from the operational missile
squadrons, the OSS, and the IST training squadron at Vandenberg AFB.

Al interviews were conducted in a private room with only Lt Gen James M. “Mike” Holmes and
the respective commander being interviewed, with Lt Col[®)X0)- [(CD1 team member)
taking notes as the recorder. Lt Gen Helmes prebriefed the commanders on the scope and
purpose of the CDI and then asked each commander a series of questions. Commanders at
Malmstrom AFB provided a sworn summarized testimony of their respective interviews, All
other nterviews were not taken as sworn testimony. Based upon Lt Gen Holmes experience and
discretion, previous responses nullifying future questions, or fiming constraints, not all guestions
associated with the interview script were asked. Additionally, some of the questions were for
demographic and organizational analysis only. The CDl team included ounly questions and
responses relevant to this report as part of this annex. Each interview group took spproximately
60 minutes to complete.
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This instruction implements Air Force Policy Directive (AFPD) 13-5, Nuclear Operations. This
instruction defines roles, responsibilities, and minimum requirements for REACT mission-ready
training programs for employment of the Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missile
(1CBM)} and applies to 138 personnel assigned to Air Force Global Strike Command (AFGS(C),
Twentieth Air Foree (20 AF) and AFGSC Missile Wings (MW), This instruction applies fo
392nd Training Squadron (392 TRS) as applicable. This mstruction does not apply to Air Force
Reserve and Air National Guard units, This instruction requires collecting and maintaining
information protected by the Privacy Act of 1974 authorized by 10 USC 8013, Privacy Act
system notice number FG36 AF PC C, Military Personnel Records System, applies.

Refer recommended changes and questions about this publication to the Office of Primary
Responsibility (OPR} using the AF Form 847, Recommendation for Change of Publication; route
AF Form 847s from the field through Major Command (MAJCOM) publications/forms
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https:/wwwamy.abmilalvims/alvims/aivims/rims.cfm.  See Attachment 1 for a glossary of
references and supporting information.
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Chapter 2
MISSION QUALIFICATION STATUS AND CERTIFICATION

2.1. General Information. Missile operations fraining programs are designed to advance
individuals who have completed initial training and obtained Basic System Qualification {BSQ),
BMC, BMK or CMR gualification status.
2.1.1. The 20 AF Commander is not required to maintain a qualification status, but may
choose to be certified if desired.
2.1.2. BMK status is the minimom level of qualification applicable for the Missile Wing
Commander (MW/CC), Missile Wing Vice Commander (MW/CV), Operations Group
Commander (OG/CC) and the Operations Group Deputy Commander (OG/CD).
2.1.3. BMC status is the minimum level of qualification applicable for squadron
commanders (SQ/CCY, operations officers (SQ/DQO), Chiefs of Standardization and
Evatuation (Chief of Stan/Eval), Chiels of Training (OS0s) and weapons officers.
2.1.3.1. 20 AF/CC or wing commanders can designate additional positions as BMC.
Designated individuals must comply with qualification requirements in accordance with
paragraph 2.4.
2.1.4. Personne! with unauthorized launch {UL) access will aot be CMR certified and will
not perform alert duty.
2.1.5. 20 AF/CC or wing commanders may require BMC certitied individuals to upgrade o
CMR. These individuals must comply with CMR qualification requirements in accordance
with paragraph 2.5,
2.1.5.1. Staff officers that are required fo maintain CMR status will be certified as a crew
commander.
2.1.6. HQ AFGSCYAS is the sole authority for revoking and establishing new CMR position
requirements.  Units and 20 AF will submit recommendations with the appropriate
justification to HQ AFGSC/A3ZT. Upon approval, HQ AFGSC/A3 division{s) wiil update
applicable guidance.

2.1.6.1. Current CMR positions include:
2.1.6.1.1. Missile Combat Crew Commander (MUCC)
2.1.6.1.2. Deputy Missile Combat Crew Commander (DMCCC)

2.2. Basic System Qualification. Interim qualification status of an individual who satisfactorily
completed IST or staff officer course, but has not completed requirements for BMC or MR
qualification.

2.3. Basic Mission Knowledge. The qualification status of an individual who safisfactorily
completed unit traiming and witl not be qualified as BMC or CMR.

2.3.1. Qualification Requirements.

2.3.1.1. Individual must complete unit level training course.
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2.3.1.2. Additional unit BMK qualification requirements will be forwarded for annual
review to 20 AF/A3, with a copy forwarded to HQ AFGSC/AITO,

2.3.2. DELETED,
2.3.2.1. DELETED.
2.3.3. Certifying Official.

2.3.3.1. The next senlor commander or deputy 1n the operational chain of command
documenis, in wriing or elecironic signature, BMK gualification of personnel.

l 2.3.3.2. Qualifications will be documented on the AFGSC Form 91 Individual’s Record

of Duties and Qualifications.
2.3.4. Currency Requircments.

2.3.4.1. As o minimum, BMK qualified individuals must receive quarterly training to
include EWO, codes, weapon system, Nuclear Surety, Personnel Reliability Program
{PRP) training and supplemental fraining. In addition, BMK individuals will receive
traisning for EWO revisions, code system changes and weapon system modifications.

2342, 1f individual will be a PRP certifying official, the individual must nieet
qualifications for PRP duty established i Department of Defense (DoD) 3210.42-
R _AFMAN 10-3902, Nuclear Weapons Personnel Relivbility Program (PRP).

2.3.5. Removal from Qualification Status.

2.3.5.1, Documentation of removal from qualification is only required to be annotated on
the AFGSC Form 91. Personnel will be removed from BMK qualification for any of the
following:

2.3.5.1.1. Failure to maintain the appropriate securnity clearance.
2.3.5.1.2, Permanent change of station (PCS).

2.4. Basic Mission Capable. The gualification status of an individual who has satisfactonily
completed the mmimum training required to be familiar with tasks associated with their unit’s
MIssion.

2.4.1. Qualification Requirements,

2.4.1.1. SQ/CCs and SQ/DOs must complete the AETC course designed for missile staff
officer training.

2.4.1.1.1. The AETC course 1s not required if 1f was previously accomphshed, or the
individual was CMR within the last 4 years.

l 2.4.1.2. 8Q/CCs, 8Q/DOs and staff officers requiring BMC gualification must complete
MQT.

2.4.1.2.1. EWO and codes certifications are not required.

2.4.1.3. Meet medical qualifications for Space and Missile Operations Duty {SMOD)
established in AFI48-123, Medical Examinations and Standards.

2.4.1.3.1, Units will ensure an individual who does not meet SMOD gualification,
will at no time, be allowed to mteract with operational systems. ‘This does not
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preclude the mndividual from receiving classroom fraining, simulator instruction or
instruction on operational equipment that has been electronically isolated and
performing m a simulator capacity.

24.1.4, 1f individual will be a PRP certifving official, the individual must meet
qualifications for PRP duty established m Dol» 521042-R.AFMAN 10-3902.

2.4.1.5. Individuals must complete an initial MPT observation conducted by the 0SS
Senior Crew. The monthly proficiency script may be used for the BMC observation.

242, Certifving Official,

2.4.2.1. The next senior commander or deputy in the operational chain of command
documents, in writing or electronic signature, BMC qualification of personnel.

2.4.2.2. Qualifications will be documented on the AFGSC Form 91,
2.4.3. Currency Requirements,

2.4.3.1. BMC qualified individuals must receive monthly EW( training, weapon system
training, codes training, as well as recurring nuclear surety training and mussile safety
training, and accomplish the monthly missile procedures frainer {(MPT) session.

2.4.3.1.1. Attendance for classroom tramming 18 mandatory; howover, testing is
optional.

2.4.3.2. BMC gqualified individuals should accomplish at least one Launch Control
Center {LCC) visit every month.

2.44. DELETED.
2.44.1. DELETED.
2.4.4.1.1. DELETED.
2.4.4.1.2. DELETED.
2.4.4.1.2.1. DELETED.
| 2.4.3. DELETED.
l 2.4.5.1. DELETED,
2.4.5.1.1. DELETED.
2.4.5.1.2. DELETED.

2.4.6. Removal from Qualification Status.

2.4.6.1. Documentation of removal from qualification is only required to be annotated on
the AFGSC Form 91, Personnel will be removed from BMC qualification for any of the
following:

2.4.6.1.1, Failure to maintain the appropriate security clearance,
2.4.6.1.2. Permanent change of assignment (PCA) to a non-BMC position.
2.4.6.1.3, Permanent change of station (PCS}.

2.4.7. Requalification.
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2.4.7.1. Personnel must meet requirements outlined in paragraph 2.4.1. to be requalified
as BMC.

2.4.7.2. When signiticant hardware, software, or procedural changes impact unit mission
requirements, personnel will be requalified to address the changes. HQ AFGSC/AS will
determine the requirement for requalification based on recommendations from 20 AF and
HQ AFGSRU/AST.

2.5, Combat Mission Ready. The qualification status of an individual who has satisfactorily
completed MQT, maintains gualification and proficiency, and is responsible for completing their
wnt’s operational mission.  Qualification and proficiency are maintained through the
accomplishment of monthly training and operational alerts.
2.5.1. Certification Requirements,
2.5.1.1. Individuais must complete IST, or the AETC course designed for missile staff
officer training as applicable,
2.5 0110 IST or other AETC training is nof required if an individual has been CMR
in the same weapon system within the last 4 years and there has been no major system
modification. Local requalification traming at the unit is appropriate.
2.5.1.2. Iadividuals must meet SMOD qualifications established 1 AFI 48-123,

2.5.1.3. Individuals must meet quaiifications for PRP duty established in DoD> 5210.42-R
AFMAN 10-3902,

2.5.1.4. Individuals must compiete MQT or requalification training (RQT).

2.5.1.5. Individuals must complete an mitial or qualification evaluation as required by
AFGSCT 13-3304v2, Rapid  Execution and Combat Targeting (REACT) Crew
Standardization and Evaluation.

2.5.1.6. As a minimum, CMR certification will inciude an EWO certification and a codes
cettification briefing.

2.5.1.6.1. EWO certification briefings will be given to the squadron commander or
operations officer at a minimum. The squadron comnander and operations officer
will present their certification briefing to the npext senior commander or deputy in the
operational chain of command.

2.5.1.6.2. Staff officers that are required to be CMR will present the EWO
certification briefing o the next senior commander.

2.5.1.6.3. Individuals must be codes ceriified 1n accordance with the EAP-STRAT
Volume 16, JCBM Code Component Control Policy and Procedures (U).

2.5.2. Certifying Official.

2.5.2.1. The squadron commander or operations officer documents, in writing or
electronic signature, CMR certification for crew members m thew unit, ensuring
successful completion of all required wraining and evaluations. Ancther ynit commander
or operations officer may accomplish the UMR certification when requested by the
initiating unit commander.
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2.5.2.1.1. The next sentor commander or depuly 1n the operational chain of command
decuments, in writing or electronic signature, CMR certification for staft officers.

2.5.22. CMR, EWQ, PRP, codes, and additional position certifications will be
documented on the AFGSC Form 91,

2.5.3. Proficiency and Currency Requirements.

2.5.3.1. CMR qualified mdividuals are required to complete the monthly EWO traming
{T'1}), weapon system traming (13), codes training (14) and MPT session, as well as
recurring nuclear surety training and missile safety training,

2.53.1.1. CMR qgualified mdividuals are required fo pass all monthly tests with a
score of 90% or higher.

2.5.3.2. Line CMR qualified individuals are required fo perform a minimum of four
alerts in one calendar month (one-month Lookback period). Instructors, evaluators, flight
commanders and all CMR certified staff officers are required to perform a minimum of
two alerts in one calendar month.

2.5.3.2.1. Hunable to pull four/two alerts in the current one-month Lookback period,
an individual must meet the three-month Lookback requirement of twelve/six alerts.
The three-month Lookback period is the combination of the current calendsr month
and the two previous calendar months. See Figure 2.1 for an illustration of the
Lookback review process.

2.53.2.1.1. Anytime the one-month Lookback requirement is met, there 13 not a
requirement to accomplish the three-month Lookback review.

2.5.3.2.2. Upon initial CMR certification or change in duty position, individuals are
not eligible 1o meet the three-month Lookback reguirements until the third calendar
month.

2.5.3.2.2.1. Following an initial CMR certification or change in duty position, an
individual must meet the one-month Lookback requirements for their respective
position until they are eligible for the three-month Lookback.

2.53.2.2.2. Individuals are not required to meet one-meonth Lookback
requirements during the month of certification or duty position change. One-
month Lookback requirements will begin the first month following certification or
duty position change.

2.5.3.222.1. For example, an instructor returns to a tactical squadron and
upgrades to the MCCC position 1n Januvary. The individoal must perform a
minimum of four aleris 1n February and March.,  Siarting in April, the
ndividual must comply with the three-month Lookback requirements,

2.53.2.3. Competiiors and irainers participating in Global Sirike Challenge are only
required to perform a munimum of two aleris per calendar month dunag the
authorized fraining and competition period.
2.5.3.2.3.1. Individuals that have a change in alest requirements will transition 1n
accordance with paragraph 2.5.3.2.2.1.
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Chapter 3
FORMAL TRAINING

3.1. Training Processes, Units, in coordination with 20 AF, will develop processes fo conduct
training of missile combat crew members and provide feedback to the individual and sguadron
on a crew member’s demonstrated performance 1z order to fulfill tramming program requirements
outlined in this instruction. Reference AFH 36-2235v1l for all instructional material
development,

3.1 1. Training programs must be designed and implemented using performance standards to
provide and maintain the essential skills, knowledge, and motivation required for mission
accomplishment.  Identified deficiencies will also be corrected through the training

programs.

3.1.1.1. Training programs will also instruct personnel on new or revised procedures and
equipment as directed by 20 AF or per group commander direction.

3.1.2. Usats will ensure all JPRs are trained at least once every 12 months,
3.1.3. DELETED,
l 3.1.3.1. DELETED.
3.2, Simulator Training. The MPT provides a controlled off-line environment for simulating
operational scenarics to accomplish training,

3.2.1. Units should maximize use of an off-line environment to conduct training. Every
effort will be made to limit the use of the operational environment for training when off-line
training devices are non-¢xistent or degraded.

3.2.2. Prior io conducting a fraining session in the operational environment, units must gauge
mpact to ficld operations before dispatching instructors o frainees.  Units will use risk
management processes to mitigate any adverse operational umpact.

3.2.3. When instructors other than the on-duty crew are conducting training on operational
gquipment, the on-duty crew commander maintains authority during the session. Safety and
operational requirements will take priority over simulated activities,

32.4. DELETED.
3.24.3. DELETED.
32.4.2. DELETED.

3.3. Classreom Training. Classroom training sessions are designed to facilitate discussion of
weapon system concepis, operations, and problems.

3.3.1. Training and tasks that are presented to the students will be admimstered using a
standard lesson plan format.

3.3.2. DELETED.

3.3.3, Units will use the 20 AF Master Weapon System Lesson Plan to develop
classroom fralning.
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3.4. Knowledge Tests. Knowledge tests are used to ensure the effectiveness of the classroom
training. Knowledge testing will be consistent with AFMAN 36-2236.

3.4.1. Knowledge tests will be used to test tasks identified in the JPRL.

3.4.2. Auvtomatically restrict individuals in accordance with paragraph 2.5.4.1.4, for failing &
knowledge test. The individual must be retrained and re-tested prior to being removed from
restricted status.

3.4.2.1. Individuals failing a knowledge test will be re-tested on the same material;
however, a different version of the test must be used.

3.4.3. Questions asked during a training scenario to clarify a crew member’s actions are not
considered a knowledge test,

3.4.4. Tests given during weapon system, codes and EWO classroom training are knowledge
tests, These tests may also be administered during higher headquarters (HHQ) evaluations or
frspections.

3.4.5, Unless under the supervision of a certified instructor, only certified instructors will
write and administer knowledge tests,

3.5, 20AF IUBM Center of Excelience {(I1CE) Courses.

3.5.1. Operations Instructor Course. This course focuses on MPT and classroom instruction,
in-briefs, out-briefs, training documentation and error assessment. At the end of the course,
each student teaches a classroom lesson plan.

3.52. Operations Evaluator Course.  This course focuses on LCC and MPT evaluations,
evaluation protocol, in-briefs, out-briefs, evaluation documentation and error assessment. At
the end of the course, each student does a mock error assessment and out-brief exercise.

3.5.3. Operations Scriptwriter Course.  This course focuses on the development of umit
training and evaluation scenarios used in the MPT. Siudenis are trained on how to write and
program an effective training or evaluation script with an opportunity to program MPT
scenarios on the Minuteman Enhanced Procedures during an in class practical exercise.

3.54. Instructor Methods Course. This course provides REACT instructors a standardized
foundation for developing thelr instructional fechmgues. Specific mnstruction is given on
presenfation, technigues and responsibilities associated with —hads-on™ training.

3.5.5. Advanced ICBM Operations Cowrse.  This course provides students with the
background knowledge and understanding to perform a variety of roles within nuclear
operations, Specific mstruction on history, policy and legal aspects of nucicar operations is
combined with exercises designed to give a broad perspective of the nuclear enterprise.

3.6, Weapons Instractor Course (WIC)

3.6.1. The WIC provides the world’s most advanced traming in weapons and factics
employment to US Aiwr Force officers. The WIC develops officers through advanced
instructor fraining in the planning, posturing and employment of the Minuteman 11l 1CBM
and US nuclear weapons through all phases of conflict,

3.6.2. The ICBM WIC trains weapons instructors possessing the knowledge and skills
necessary to provide weapons and tactics expertise at the squadron, wing and headquarters
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level. Graduates will lead weapons and tactics development and provide in-depth expertise
throughout the ICBM community and nuclear enterprise.  QGraduates are trained to be an
expert i the full array of weapons and weapons-related eguipment allowing them to
integrate with other weapons systems to increase the effectiveness of joint force employment.
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Chapter 4
QUALIFICATION TRAINING

4.1. General. Qualification fraining includes IST, MOT, upgrade training, RQT and any other
training required for additional gualifications necessary to accomplish the mission. Refer to
Attachment 7 {Air Force Proficiency Codes) for proficiency code definitions.

4.1.1. Performance-based weapon system JPRs will be trained to a proficiency level 3cata
i,

4.1.2. FOXX JPRs will be trained to the proficiency level dentified in AFGSCI 13-3301v4.

4.2. Initial Skills Training, ARTC will conduct system-specific and position-specific training
as a prerequisite to the qualification training an individual will receive at the units.

4.2.1. Due to the nature of certain tasks or equipment limitations, the 392 TRS is not
required to train students on every task, Refer to Attachment 2 and AFGSCI 13-3301v4 for
JPRs exempted from training. Excermpted tasks will be tratned during MQT.

4.2.2, The 392 TRS will train and evaluate all tasks in accordance with the Course Training
Standard (CTS).

4,23, A waiver request for personnel with previous CMR experience in like weapon systems
will be handled on a case-by-case basis. Waiver requests will be processed in accordance
with paragraph 1.4,

#4.2.4. Operational units will participate in the IST Graduate Training Verification Process.
The purpose of this process is to verify AETC training and the graduate’s knowledge and
skili through a combination of mterviews, knowledge tests, individual tasks or subtask
checkout, and fraining scenarios.

4.2.4.1. The gosls of the program are to reduce and/or eliminate the duplication of
training between IST and MQT, to provide feedback to AETC, to determine if a graduate
needs additional training on any IST-taught task(s) or subtask{s}, and to assist the unit in
estimating the tune required to qualify the traince to BMC or CMR status.

4242, Units will conduct the same verification process for each graduate.
Standardization of the process wiil identify AETC trends and assist in unit trainmg
requirements.

4.2.4.2.1. The only exception to the standardized process is to account for any
deficiencies notified by AETC, If a graduate arrives with an AETC deficiency
netification, the verification process is adjusted to account for the deficiency.
4.2.4.2.2. Individuals who did not atiend IST are exempt from the IST verification
Process.
4.2.4.3. Operational units will provide verification process feedback to 20 AF within [0
working days afier compiction of an MQT class for IST and famibiarization courses,

Format and content will be in accordance with Attachment 8 (Initial Skills Training
Feedback).
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4.2.43.1. The information will be consolidated by 20 AF/ICE and forwarded to 392
TRS/BOT and HQ AFGSC/AZTO.  This tool does not replace the Gradoate
Assessment Survey (GAS), but will be used in conjunction with the GAS by the 392
TRS.

4.2.4.3.2. Based on the results of this feedback, 20 AF will forward recommended
changes to AETC courses through HQ AFGSC /A3TO in accordance with paragraph
93 of this instruction,

4.3. Mission Qualification Training. Units will develop and conduct a training program that
focuses on completing the training requirements not accomplished at IST and to increase the
proficiency of IST graduates in order to prepare them for BMC or CMR status.

4.3.1. MQT will also focus on local procedures aad orientation to easure a smooth transition
from IS8T to BMC or CMR status and will not be designed as a substitute for available ISTs.

4.3.2. 20 AF may establish additional MQT program guidance for the requirements listed in
paragraph 4.3.5.

4.3.2.1. Additional unit MOT requirements will be forwarded for annual review by 20
AF/A3, with a copy forwarded to HQ AFGSC/A3TO.

4.3.3. Individuals should enter MQT as soon as practical after arriving on station following
IST graduation.

4.3.4. Units will determine MQT program requirements for each BMC or CMR program by
using the appropriate TEPS/EWO TEPS (ETEPS).

4.3.5. The MQT program will include the following:

4351, A Missile Alert Facility (MAF) training tour to include a tour of an operational
LCC {Wiangs 3&357 and Launch Control Equipment Building (LCER)<.

4.3.5.2. Training on local procedures.

4.3.5.3. EWO, weapon system, missile safety, codes, and nuclear surety training.

4.3.5.4, A minimum of three MPT gualification sessions prior to CMR certification.
4.3.5.4.1. Monthly recurring MPT sessions do not count as qualification sessions.

4.3.5.5. A famubanization tour of a launch facility {Launcher Support Building (LSB),
Launcher Equipment Room (LER), ete.).

4.3.5.5.1. The OG/CC or designated representative may waive the tour 1if mission
requirements or weather prohibit completion. If not accomplished as part of MQT
due to local conditions, the LF tour should be accomplished within 6 months of
certification.

4.3.5.5.2. The on-base LF trainer/simulator may be used fo satisfy the LF tour
requirement i unable to visit an operational LF.
4.4. Requalification Training. ROT is given to qualify individuals who have been BMC or
CMR decertified, who have previous experience in a similar weapon system and have been
waived from IST, or to qualify a crew member following a major weapon system modification.
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441 RQT will be developed by the unit OSS to address the situation leading to
decertification and to meet the training requirements for the individual. The ROT will be
approved by the OSSACC or DO.

4.4.2, Staff officers can be initially trained directly into the crew commander position.

4.5. Upgrade Training, Upgrade fraining is given to personne!l upgrading from their corrent
crew position o a new position within the unit.

4.5.1. With the exception of those histed in paragraph 4.4.2., individuals are not eligible to
complete upgrade training unless they are certified mission-ready as a DMCCC.,

4.52. Units may use MQT material to frain an individual in another duty position.
4,53, Upgrades from DMCCC to MCCC must mclude:

4531, A minimum of three distinct qualification MPT sessions in the new crew
position to reinforee good judgment and setting priontics.

4.5.3.1.1. Training provided to a DMCCC during their MCCC upgrade sequence will
only be provided by an MCCC instructor.

4.5.3.2. Monthly recurring MPT sessions do not count as qualification sessions,

4.6. Alternate Command Post/Squadron Command Post Training. Crews assigned to the
ACP/SCP must possess the necessary weapon system knowledge and maturity to provide
effective command and control of subordinate LCCs and the wing as a whole.

4.6.1. Individuals should mect minimum upgrade guidelines outlined in paragraph 9.1,

4.6.2. Unless previously ACP/SCP cerified m a different position, crew members must be
trained on ACP/SCP duties and responsibifities. Training and qualification requirements will
mclude, at & minimum, the following:

4.6.2.1, Training on ACP/SCP-unique equipment and duties.

4.6.2.2. Instruction or discussion on the responsibilitics and accountability of ACP/SCP
duty.

4.6.2.3. Instruction on wing reporting and processing requirements (e.g.. SFAM, Dull
Sword, ¢tc.).

4.6.2.4. At least one MPT session focusing on ACP/SCP-unique tasks and duties.

4.6.2.4.1. Taking the monthly MPT session as the ACP/SCP does not count as the
ACP/SCP focused MPT session.

4.6.2.5. Complete a training tour of an operational ACP/SCP configured LCC,

4.6.3. Upon completion of all required traming, crew members will be certified in
accordance with paragraph 2.7,
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Chapter 5
PROFICIENCY TRAINING

5.1. General. BMC and CMR personnel will receive periodic fraining to maintain proficiency.
Proficiency training (PT) mcludes recurring tramming (RT), individual training (IT), upgrade
training (UT), and supplemental training (ST}

5.1.1. Performance-based weapon system JPRs will be trained to a proficiency level 3cata
i,

5.1.2. FOXX JPRs will be trained to the proficiency level identitied in AFGSCI 13-5301v4.

5.1.3. Training products must be fully coordinated with applicable agencies {e.g., safety
office, codes flight, weapons and tactics flight, etc.) prior to being used for documented
training.

5.2, Recurring Training, RT emphasizes knowledge and skills not used on a routine basis and
knowledge and skill deficiencies identified through feedback. RT provides the medium for
knowiedge enhancement training. The fraining increases a person’s knowledge of job-related
tasks, other duty positions, and the work enviroament.

5.2.1. RT may include, but is not limited to, individual task presentation, classroom
presentations, computer-based training, kaowledge testing, MPT training scenaeios, and on-
duty crew observations.

5.2.2. All BMC and CMR personnel will be trained in all proficiency and knowledge level
tasks or subtasks at least annually.

5.2.2.1. JPR coverage for cach training session will be in accordance with a standardized
armual training and evaluation plan (ATEP). The ATEP identifies when JPRs will be
trained and the number of tinies JPRs will be evaluated at each wing. Task or subtask
levels are emphasized, and the method of traiming (weapon systemn training, MPT session,
etc) 1s identified for each JPR.

5.2.2.2. Evaluations will not be used m lieu of traimng to satisfy annual traming
requirements.

5.2.3. Crew members will begin receiving RT the first month following successiul
completion of BMC or CMR certification.

5.2.3.1. Restricted missile combat crew members (MCCMs) shouid continue to receive
RT.

32.3.2. Decertified MCCMs do not need to attend RT.  Individuals must accomplish
RQT to resume BMC or CMR status,

§.2.4. Crew members are required to receive the monthly fraining m the MPT, EWO
classroom fraining and test, weapons system classroom training and test, codes classroom
tranning and test, as well as recurring mussie safety and nuclear surety training,

5241 MPT sessions emphasize crew interaction, dynamics and prioritization in a
realistic crew environment.
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5.24.2. Failure to accomplish any of the training or tests will result in restriction in
accordance with Chapter 2,

3.2.4.2.1. Personnel who develop the RT knowledge fest are exempt from faking the
RT knowledge test for the month they developed. Personnel will not develop
successive RT knowledge tests,

5.2.4.2.2. A waiver request must be submitted by the unit if an operational situation
or extenuating circumstance prevents any monthly tratming from being accomplished.

5243, Certifted OSS instructors may recetve the recurring fraining and tests prior to the
calendar month presentation.  Any traimng recerved must be fully coordinated to count as
required fraining.

§.2.5. Recurring training should be accomplished as an mtegral crew.

5.2.6. A crew consisting of an ACP/SCP certified commander and deputy commander will
be trafned performing ACP/SCP actions.

3277, Arecurring MPT session must have a certified MCCC and DMCCC {or dual-qualified
MCCC) with the following exceptions:

5.2.7.1. In the event two DMCCCs accomplish the monthly profictency MPT session as
part of an upgrade sequence, both crewmembers will receive credit for their recurring
proficiency MPT session regardless of the qualification rating received during the
upgrade evaluation,

52.72. In the event a CMR crew commander accomplishes his or her monthly
proficiency MPT session with a noen-CMR deputy, the crew commander will receive
credit for the monthly proficiency MPT session.
5.2.7.3. CMR crew members accomplishing a moathly proficiency MPT session with a
BMC certified commander will recerve credit for the monthly proficiency MPT session.
5.2.8. An ACP/SCP certified crew member should take the recurring MPT sesston as an
ACP/SCP crew 1n accordance with paragraph 2.7.3.2.
5.3, Individual Training. Use IT when an individual 1s placed in restricied status as a result of
evaluation deficiencies or recommendations, or when an individual failed or did not complete
any monthly RT requirement.
3.3.1. The squadron commander or operations officer may direct IT as deemed necessary.
5.3.2. Individual training is developed, conducted and docunmented under the supervision of
a certified Instructor m response to individual crew or crew member performance deficiency.
Units may use existing lesson plans and scripis,

5.4. Supplemental Training. ST frains crew members on new or changed procedures,
hardware and software when RQT is not wamranted. ST may be directed by sqguadron
commanders and above.

5.4.1, ST will be developed based on the operational impact(s) of the new or changed
procedure{s), hardware, or software.
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5.4.2. When developing or changing training materials, any changes will be added to all
training programs,

5.4.3. Changes directly affecting mission accomplishment or safety will be administered to
all personnel before they perform crew duty (e.g.. alert, evaluation, or MPT session).

54.4. Any certified instructor may present supplemental fraining.

§.4.5. Units will irack completion of supplemental training to ensure all crew members
receive necessary traming. Al supplemental training will be documented, but does not count
as recurring iraining,
5.5. BMK Training Reguirements, BMK personnel must receive RT at least quarterly.
§.5.1. Quarterly training will include the tellowing:
5.5.1.1. Madifications or procedural changes involving EWQO, Codes and weapon system
during the previous guarter.

5.5.1.2. Significant upcoming events (Simulated Electronic Launch-Minuteman (SELM),
code change, communication system exercises, ete.).
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Chapter 6
TRAINING SCENARIOS AND SCRIPTS

6.1. Training Scenarios. The purpose of a training scenario is to reinforce classroom fraining,
guide individual self-study, allow students to demonstrate proficiency in performance level tasks
and to maintain an individual’s or crew’s proficiency. Traming scenarios will test the ability to
muiti-task, and force personnel to react o sitzations ranging from fundamental to complex i a
controlled environment. Scenarios will emphasize knowledge and skills necessary to execuis the
mission.

6.1.1. Crew members should be trained i 3 realistic crew environment.

6.1.2. Scenarios adminisiered to an individual or crew may consist of a single task, a group
of tasks strung together or multiple tasks occurring simultancously,

6.1.3. Training scenario results are based on crew member performance on each task or
subtask with respect to the applicable performance standard.

6.1.4. Operational environpment iraining will be used to train tasks that cannot be otherwise
simulated {e.g., Ulira High Frequency (UHF) Checkout, LCEB inspections, blast door
operation, etc.). Use a lesson plan to minimize the risk and standardize the training shown in
the operational environment.

6.1.4.1. When instructors other than the on-duty crew are conducting fraining on
operational equipment, the on-duty crew commander maintains authority during the
training $ession.

6.2. Scenario Suppert Personnel. Scenario support personnel are individuals in addition to
instructors that participate in presenting a training scenarto as required. These may include, but
are not limited to, MPT operator, frusted agents, and other personnel necessary to ensure proper
scenario presentation,

6.2.1. Only certified instructors or personnel under the supervision of a certified instructor
will act as support personnel.

6.3. Training Scripts. Units will design and use scripts to conduct training scenarios fo ensure
standardization of presentation and proper application of performance standards.  Scripts will
include instructions for instructors, scenario support personmnel, simulated Inputs, and status card
mpuis as applicable.
6.3.1. All simulation or training materials will be marked —For Training Use Only™.
6.3.2. Proficiency and upgrade scripts will contain valid peacetime and wartime stimuli,
Stimuli will be identified by JPR, task description, scenario support personmel, initiation and
response agencies and notes or expected responses {e.g., TEPS/ETEPS notes, instructor notes
and expected trainee responsel
6.3.2.1. Estimated scenario run times, if included, are for scenario presentation only and
do not establish a time standard for completing actions, Applicable time standards must
be annotated within the script.
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6.3.2.2. Monthly and gualification MPT sessions will have a minimum of four Level A
performance events,

6.3.3. Do not create actual conditions that could jeopardize personnel safety or cause
equipment damage.

6.3.4. EWO and weapon system portions of training may be designed to provide a seamiess
training session,

6.3.5. Monthly recurring fraining scripts should not be designed to exceed 4 hours.

6.3.5.1. The mtent of the 4 hour training script 15 to dedicate approximately three howrs
to the monthly JPR training requirements and one hour dedicated to a specific focus area.

6.3.5.2. Recommended focus areas consist of fires, emergency powerfair procedure,
securify/contingency, codes/safety, EWO and communication systems.

6.3.5.2.1. Units may train one of the recommended focus areas, or tramn other focus
areas determined by the units to address deficiencies ideniified through methods such
as trend analysis or field deviations,

6.3.5.2.2. The one hour focus area may be used to safisfy a monthly JPR requirement
{e.g., security situation requirement for a specific month could be accomplished in a
security focus area during that same month).

6.3.6. Qualification and supplemental training scripts should not be designed to exceed the
scheduled MPT time.

6.3.7. Scripts must be fully coordinated prior to being used for documented training. At a
minimum, coordination for training scripts must inclode the Chief of Operations Training,
Chief’ of Stan/Eval, EWO firaining and plans flight, weapons and tactics flight, senior
evaluator crew, and seaior instructor crew,

6.3.7.1. If codes related events are trained, the codes flight must coordinate.

6.3.7.2. If a weapon systern safety rule (WSSR) or nussile safety is trained, the wing
safety office must coordinate.

6.3.7.3. The Chief of Operations Training will be the final approval for all training
SCripts.

6.3.8. Units must retain trafing scripts and ancillary items such as dispatches, status cards
and script programs in either paper or electronic copy for a period of at least 12 months from
the on-line date.  This does not requite a removable storage clement for old revision
preducts. Off-line scripts do not require updates.

6.4, TEPS and Timing Constraints, TEPS detail task performance, standards, tming
requirements and constraints for the express purpose of standardizing training and evaluation that
support operational mission ready certification reguirements.
6.4.1. TEPS/ETEPS are designed for preparing and presenfing training and evaluation
materials and will be used to prioritize tasks during an evaluation. TEPS/ETEPS will not
supplement technical data or instructions.

6.4.2. TEPS/ETEPS are divided into three levels,
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6.4.2.1. Level A - Tasks, if not performed correctly, could result in mission failure,
endangerment of human life, serious mjury or death or require an elevated level of
proficiency.

6.4.2.1.1. Level A tasks have the greatest potential for mission and/or personnel
impacts and drive the most stringent training and evaluation program requirements.

6.4.2.1.2. Asterisked Level A performance standards are not subject to judgment and
require strict apphcation and adherence. Asterisked Level A’s are used where a direct
correlation exisis between exceeding the time and a tangible undesirable ouicome, or
a task requires a higher level of proficiency necessary for mission accomplishment,

6.4.2.1.3. Non-asterisked Level A performance standards provide an objective
measurement guideline for performances requiring urgent action.  Because event
outcome may be influenced by ouiside factors, there 18 not always a direct correlation
between outcome and successful completion of task-associated actions within the
specified time parameter{s). Exceeding one of these times may not indicate a serous
deficiency based on judgmeni and assessment of the specific scenario.  Non-
asterisked performance standards are guidelines to aid unit commanders in
determining corrective actions.

6.4.2.1.4, If the subsequent event has a Level A time standard, time it normally,
without adjustment for the "pending” original thme standard.

6.4.2.1.5. When more than one Level A time standard is running simultancously,
time them concurrently only if specifically written for concurrent timing, otherwise,
time separately and sequenfially,

6.4.2.2. Level B - Tasks deemed mtegral to the performance of other tasks and required
10 susiain acceptable weapon system operation and mission execution.

6.4.2.2.1. Operators must accomplish Level B tasks properly without taking any
intervening lower priority actions that would, in the normal sequence of events,
adversely affect task performance or outcome.

6.4.2.3. Level C - Rudimentary or simple fasks related to weapons system operations that
by themselves have little or no mmpact on mission execution,

6.4.2.3.1. Level C tasks apply where no specific time standard is identified. The
standard is to accomplish the task proficiently in accordance with technical orders and
governing directives.

6.4.3. Outside agency responses will not be used to satisfy accomplishment of TEPS. If the
nissile combat crew (MCC) has the technical data to satisfy their required tasks, the outside
agency will not provide that data.

6.4.4. TEPS/ETEPS do not describe the only correct response and do not replace operational
technical data or instructions. They are mtended for a controlied scenario environment and
are used to improve proficiency.

6.4.5, Training scenarios may violate TEPS constraints in order to enrich the MCC’s
proficiency, but should be realistic.
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6.4.5.1. Crew Enrichment Training (CET) scenarios must be clearly identified in fraining
materials.

6.5. Status Presentation. Crew members must receive proper configuration and status for
operational realism,

6.5.1. Status presentation requirements and configuration actions for fire/overheat
conditions, auclear detonation (NUDET) and Electromagnetic Pulse (EMPYHigh Altitude
Burst (HAB) indications will be provided by 20 AF,

6.5.2, Status cards and briefings will be standardized and presented in accordance with 20
AF direction.

6.6, Briefings, It is the responsibility of the nstructors to conduct appropriate briefings
throughout the course of the MPT session.

6.6.1. Instructors will conduct a pre-brief to set the environment of the training and to ensure
the trainee clearly understands expectations, responsibilities, lumitations and other rules of
engagement before being administered training scenarios.

6.6.2. For training scenarios conducted in the operational environment, instructors will pre-
brief the on-duty crew, Flight Security Contraller (FSC), Facility Manager (FM) and other
topside support personnel as applicable, ensunmg they understand their roles and limitations.

6.6.2.1. Safety and operational requirements fake priority over simulated activities.
Instructors will mtervene to prevent a safety hazard or damage to  equipment.
Additionally, for traning conducted in the operational environment, instructors will
infervene to prevent mission failure or degradation.

6.6.3. Instructors may use briefings as necessary for scepario transifions, scenario
presentation in accordance with the script and to emphasize concepts presented in the lesson
plar.

6.6.4. Instructors will not lead or prompt trainees into taking a correct action. To ensure
effective use of training resources and prevent improper procedures from bemg reinforeed,
they may step in to redirect frainces once they are satisfied the crew s accomplishing
incorrect actions or failing to accomplish required actions,
6.6.4.1. Provide training to correct deficiencies and reinforce the proper actions for task
accomplishiment as soon as practical after a frainee takes an incorrect action.
6.7. Seenario Termination. Once a traming session is started, all efforis will be made fo
complete the session.
6.7.1. Situations may arise i which early termination would be required. Training scenarios
terminated carly may be re-initiated from the pomt activity was originally stopped, or it may
be completely re~-accomplished.
6.8. Outbriefing the Trainee. The outbricf provides feedback to the trainee and the fraining
progrant.
6.8.1. The outbriel will inchude discussion of positive performance, strengths and crew
goals, any noted deficiencies, probable causes, areas for improvement and direct or indirect
impacis to the mission, persoanel, and other organizations.
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Chapter 7
INSTRUCTOR TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION

7.1. Instructor Training and Certification Program. The traming and certification program
is developed and administered to ensure CMR certified instructors can conduct standardized,
objective training.

7.1.10 20 AF may establish additional instructor training program guidance for the
requirements bisted in paragraph 7.2.1.3.

7.1.2. Units may choose to certify instructors only for the environment they will provide
traming in {e.g., classroom, simulator, etc.).

7.2, Instructor Training Regquirements. Instructor trainees will be observed and supervised by
a certified ipstructor during all instructor training activities,

7.2.1. Prior to certification, instructor trainees must accomplish the following actions:

7.2.1,1. Observe a certified mstructor conduct a fraining session for each applicable
environment {e.g., classroom training, MPT training, ete.).

7.2.1.2. Observe simulator operations fo include pre- and post-training scenario
activities.

l 7.2.1.3. Instructor trainees must recetve instruction on the following items:
7.2.1.3.1. Instractor responsibilitics,

7.2.1.32. MPT and Missile Enhanced Procedures (MEP) Tramer configuration,
training or test material handling and control procedures, and scheduling procedures.

7.2.1.3.3. Training presentation technigues.

7.2.1.3.4. Identifying deficiencies.

7.2.1.3.5, Pee- and post-training requirements and activities.
7.2.1.3.6. Documentation requiremenis.

7.2.1.3.7. Construction and administration of knowledge tests.

7.2.1.3.8. Construction and administration of individual or multiple-task training
SCEHATios.

7.2.1.3.9. Construction and administration of lesson plans,
7.2.1.3.10. Any unit policies and requirements (locally developed).
7.2.1.3.11. ISD process and procedures.

7.2.1.4, Instructor frainees must administer each applicable training session under the
observation of a certified instructor.

7.2.1.5. Instructors must attend the [CE Operations Instructor Course (OIC) no later than
3 months after their PCA, unless the individual has previously attended the course due to
prior instructor certification.
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7.2.1.5.1. Commander instructors will be placed in 1nastructor resiricted status in
accordance with paragraph 7.9.1.2, and will not administer fraining until the course
has been accomplished.

7.2.1.6. DMCCC instructor trainess must complete a four-month apprenticeship-style
pertod prior to mstructor certification.  The four-month period consists of one month
focused on fraining and certification requirements followed by three months of
supervised instruction and experience development,

7.2.1.6.1. The four-month period begins when the individual PCAs info the OSS,

7.2.1.6.2. During this period, DMCCC imstructor trainees must complete all
certification fraining and will adminisier fraining in conjunction with a certified
insteuctor,

7.2.1.6.3. Upon compietion of the four-month period and all required training, the
PMOCCC mstructor trainee will be eligible for instructor certification.

7.2.1.7. Instructors responsible for writing scripts must attend the ICE Operations
Scriptweiters Course as soon as possible.
7.3, Instructer Certification. Only certified instruciors or instructor trainees under direct
supervision of a certified instructor or Chief of Operations Training may conduet and document
operations training.  lastructors will be frained, observed, recommended, and appointed for
certification.
7.3.1. Instructor certification occurs by position only; therefore, instructors certified while
the DMUCC position are not automatically instructor certified in the MCCC position.
7.3.2. Observations and certifications are specific for each particular training environment.

7.3.2.1. An instructor may admunister training in an eavironment for which they are
certified, prior to certification in another environment.

7.3.2.2. There is no limit to the number of observations it might take for an instructor to
become certified. If an instructor fails to certify while being observed, retraining must be
accomplished in the deficient area before the next attempt at certification.
7.3.3. If the instructor frainee is not reconunended for certification during their certification
training session in either environment, the Senior Crew observer or the Chief of Operations
Training will become the instractor of record.

7.3.3.1. The Senior Crew is designated as the CMR mstructor crew who may observe
and recommend certification of other instructors to the Chief of Operations Training.

7.3.4, After the instructor trainee has been trained and observed administering applicable
trainung, the Chief of Operations Tramning or Senior Crew member will provide certification
recommendations to the OSS commander or operations officer.

7.3.5. The OSS commander or operations officer will certify instructors in writing.

7.3.5.1, Certification paperwork must also include the signature of an approved
mdividaal recommending certification.

7.3.6. Instructor observations and certifications wiil be documented on the AFGSC Form 91,
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7.4. DELETED.
7.4.1. DELETED.
74.2. DELETED.
74.3. DELETED.
7.4.3.3. DELETED.
744, DELETED.

7.5, Senior Crew Certification, Scnior Crew iastructor positions will be managed as
specialized REACT crew positions, filled by selected individuals that are technical experts.
Instructors may expect o extend therr crew tour to fulfill these dutics,

7.5.1. Senior Crew instruciors must be certified in both the MPT and classroom. The Chief
of Operations Training will observe prospective Senior Crew instructors observing other
Instructors and recommending them for certification in both the MPT and classroom. The
Chief of Operations Training will recommend Senior Crew certification to the OS8S
conmmander.

7.5.2.1. Certification paperwork must also mclude the signature of an approved
individual recommending certification.

7.8.3, Sentor Crew insfructor observations and cerfifications will be documented on the
AFGSC Form 91,

7.5.4. Senior Crew instructors should remain in their positions for at least 12 months. When
conditions digtate replacement of a Senior Crew in less than 12 months, the OG/CC will
request ¢ waiver from 20 AF/A3 explaiming the circumstances for the early departure.

7.5.5. 1f a Senior Crew member is unable to perform their duties for an extended period
{e.g., absent for 30 days or more due to iilness or TDY), an mterim Sersor Crew member will
be selected.

7.5.5.1. Interim Semior Crew members must be appointed in writing and documenied on
the AFGSC Form 1. Interim Senior Crew may perform all required actions of a
certified Sentor Crew. Certification process is not required.

7.5.6. Individuals appointed to a Senior Crew position are required to receive a qualification
evaluation prior to certification. The qualification evaluation will be administered by the
evaluator Senior Crew and observed by the Chief of Stan/Eval. The evaluation must be
accompiished within 3 months prior o certification.

7.6, Weapons Officer Instructor Certification. Weapons officers  cannot  provide
unsupervised weapon system classroom or MPT training unless CMR and instructor certified.
Weapons officers filling tier-one positions in tactical misstle squadrons are staff officers and will
be CMR certified.

7.6.1. Tramning and certification of weapons officers for classroom and MPT instruction will
‘ be in accordance with paragraphs 7.2, and 7.3.

I 7.6.1.1. Weapons officers are not required to attend the ICE instructor courses,
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7.6.1.2. The Chief of Operations Training or higher authority will conduct weapons
officer observations and will make certification recommendations.

7.6.1,3. DELETED,
7.6.1.3.1. DELETED.
7.6.1.3.2. DELETED.
7.6.1.3.3. DELETED.
7.6.13.4, DELETED.
7.6.1.3.5. DELETED.

7.6.1.4. DELETED.

7.6.2. Weapons officers are permitted fo instruct F10 (Tactics, Techniques and Procedures)
JPRs regardless of BMC or CMR certification.

7.6.2.1. BMC weapons officers may mstruct FI0 JPRs in the EWO classroom
environment; however, BMC weapons officers providing F10 JPR instruction in the MPT
or weapon system classroom environment must be accompanied by a CMR certified
mstructor,

7.63. DELETED.
7.63.1. DELETED.

7.6.4, DELETED.

7.7. Additional Certification Requirements. Instructors must be certified in the position(s) in
which they train,

7.7.1. Instructors nmust be CMR certified in accordance with chapter 2 of this instruction.

7.7.2. Instructors must be ACP/SCP certified. If the individual 18 not ACP/SCP certified
prior fo their PCA, OSS will ensure certification is completed following their PCA mto OSS.

7.7.2.1. Instructors must be ACP/SCP certified prior to administering MPT training to
ACP/SCP crews.

7.8. Recurring Training and Certification Requirements. Instructors must be tramed,
observed and maintaln currency.

7.8.1. Instructors must reccive recurming instructor fraining to ensure standardization and to
maintain instructor proficiency.
7.8.1.1. Recurring instructor tramning will be conducted guarterly and will enswre all
instructor training tasks lisied in paragraph 7.2.1.3. are covered annually.
7.8.1.2. The instractor Semor Crew or Chief of Operations Training will admimister the
instructor training program.

7.8.2. Imstructor and Senjor Crew certifications expire on the first day of the 13th month
following their last certification. Instruciors will be observed annually in each environment
in which they are certified.

G-74



AFGSCI 13-533061V1 16 MAY 2011 37

7.8.2.1. The Chief of Operations Training is responsible for meeting the annual
observation requirements on all certified instructors.

7.8.2.1.1. I the incumbent instructor Senior Crew’s certification expires prior to a 20
AF vigit, the certification date s automatically extended by 6 months. Certification
dates beyond 18 months require HQ AFGSC/A3TO approval. Submut waiver reguest
through 20 AF/AINV,

7.8.2.2. The Chicf of Operations Training may delegate annual observation requirements
to the Senior Urew or designated representative.

7.8.2.2.1. Senior erews or designated representatives will only observe mstructors
certified in the same or a2 less comprehensive position. In addition, if a section chief
is designated as the observer, they will only observe individuals in an environment in
which they are certifigd.
7.8.22.2. When senior crews or designated representatives  conduct  annual
observations, they will brief the Chief of Operations Training and document the
annual observation on the AFGSC Form 91.
7.8.3. An annual observation is required to maintain certification. An annual observation 13
required for each environment for which an instructor is certified.
7.8.3.1. Instructors observed during an evaluation by 20 AF/A3IN will satisty an
instructor’s annual observation reguirement for the environment observed.
7.9. Instructor Restricted Status Requirements. An individual may be prohibited from
performing instructor duties without being decertified.
7.9.1. Place an individual in instructor restricted status for the following reasons:
7.9.1.1. The individual 18 placed in restnicted CMR status,
7.9.1.1.1. When an instructor is placed in CMR restricted status for proficiency
reasons, the insteuctor may not administer training.
7.9.1.1.2. When placed in restricted status for medical or PRP reasons, the individual
may conduct classroom or simulator training if they have received recurning training
and maintained currency.
7.8.1.1.3, When an individual is in CMR restricted status for aon-performance of
alert duties in accordance with chapter 2 of this instruction, the Individual may
conduct classroom or simulator training if they have received all recurring training
and mamtamed currency.
7.9.1.2, The individual does not receive quarterly recurring instructor training, training
required for certification or fails to receive an annual observation.
7.9.1.3. At the direction of the OSS commander, operations officer or Chief of
Operations Tratning,

7.9.2. Individuals who are not CMR, or who are restricted for reasons other than those listed
above will not perform mstruction or duties mvolving operation of the weapon system.
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7.10. Removal From Restricted Status. Instructors may be removed from instructor restricted
status upon completion of corrective actions,

7.10.1, Remove an individual from instructor restricted status for the following:

7.10.1.1. Individuals who were placed 1n CMR restricted status must be removed from
CMR restricted status.

7.10.1.2, Individuals who missed quarterly instructor traming must compiete the
applicable training that was missed.

7.10.1.3, Individuals placed in instructor restricted status at the direction of the OSS
commander, operations officer or Chief of Operafions Training must satisfy requirements
established by the certifying official.

7.11. Decertification and Recertification Requirements, The OSS commander will decertify
and recertify instructors when needed,

7.11.1. Instructors will be decertified m writing for the following reasons:
7.11.1.1. Individual is no longer needed as an instructor.

7.11.1.2. Individual no fonger possesses the degree of proficiency or professionalism to
be an effective instructor.

7.11.1.3. Individual departs unit due to a PCS or PCA.
7.11.1.4. Individual is decertified from CMR duties.
7.11.2. Upon decertification, the individual will not perform instructor duties.

7.11.3. An instructor may be rvecertified following completion of corrective actions as
directed by the certifying official.

7.12. Tailored Instructor Training Pregram. Once an individaal has been certified as an
instructor within AFGSC, they will not be required to re-accomplish an entire training program
at their new assignment.

G-76



AFGSCI 13-533061V1 16 MAY 2011 39

Chapter 8
TRAINING DOCUMENTATION

8.1. Training Documentation. Upon completion of each training session, instructors will
document the training administered to provide a means to track individual performance or
progressionn and to contnbute to mterpal and external feedback on  traiming  program
effectiveness.

8,11, Instructors will observe and document all training and deficiencies on electronic or
paper forms developed and approved by 20 AF.

8.1.2. Each waimming entity {c.g., codes, OSS courseware, c¢te) must retain  their
documentation of recurring weapon system, codes, EWO, MPT, nuclear surety, missile
safety training and JPR coverage as applicable for every individual crew member,

%.1.2.1. All raining documentation will be retained for the previous calendar year, and
up to the current month of the current year, or until the individual no longer performs the
unique duties.

8.2. Documenting Deficiencies. Documenting identified deficiencies provides o means to
identify trends, track individual performance, provides performance feedback to the individual’s
supervisor and serves as a key feedback and training program tool.

R.2.1. When the trpinee causes a script deviation and an incorrect action results, the
instructor will document deficiencies against the JPR to which the deficiency should be
atintbuted.

8.2.1.1. If a crew member recognizes a status change but fails to perform a reguired JPR,
document the deviation against the JPR that should have been performed.

R.2.1.2, If a crew member recognizes a status change but performs the wrong JPR,
document the deviation against the JPR that should have been performed. However, give
JPR credit for the task or subtask that was performed.

8.2.1.3. If a crew member does not recognize 4 status change and a resulting task or
subtask requirement, document the deviation against the required JPR.

R.2.1.4. When the JPR being performed directs transition to another task or subtask, and
the trainee fails to perform the subsequent fask or subtask or fails to identify the
requirement to fransition, document the deviation against the JPR that directed the
transition.

8.2.1.5. If a crew member performs an unnecessary action which causes or results in a
deviation, document the deviation against the JPR being performed when the unnecessary
action was taken.

8.2.2. Use Attachment 6 {(Deficiency Codes) to describe the root cause of a frainee’s
deficiency.

8.2.3. Instructors will forward senipt discrepancies to the seript OPR.
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8.3. Training Reports. A standardized training report will be used for monthly recurring or
qualification MPT training sessions for each individual to document details of the administered
training.
8.3.1. A crewmember will receive credit for a JPR by performing any portion of a task,
regardless 1f a checkiist s used or if all actions are contamed within another checklist,
8.3.1.1. The mstructor awarding JPR credit is documenting the crew has been adequately
trained on the task.

8.3.1.2. ADIA, ADIB, AQIC, AGIE, AUIF, AQLG, BOZA, BO2E, BO2F, and BO4A are
mherently accomplished in every MPT traimung session.

8.4, Individual Qualification Felders. Units will maintain individual training and evaluation
documentation 1 an IQF for all BMC, BMK and CMR personnel. Electronic formatted IQFs are
authorized provided proper securify measures, backup capability, and sustainment plans are in
place.
8.4.1. Use of the AFGSC Form 91 1s mandatory. Units will use this form to document the
radividual's entice history while assigned to a BMC, BMK or CMR duty position.
8.4.1.1. Software applications capturing the same information obtained by the AFGSC
Form 91 are authorized provided the unit gaing HQ AFGSC/A3T approval prior to use.
Reference AFL 33-360 for guidance on gaining approval.
8.4.1.2. Units using clectronie forms will develop a plan to ensure adequate security
procedures are in place to prevent tamnpering by unaguthorized personnel and to document
timely back-up and recovery procedures. Regardless of format (hardcopy or electronic),
the umt 1s uliimately responsible for the information contained on these forms.
8.4.2. As a minimum, the following information will be documented on the AFGSC Form
91
8.4.2.1, Arrival and departure from unit.
8.4.2.2. Entry into MQT for BMC or CMR qualification, or unit level fraining for BMK
qualification.
8.4.2.3. Qualifications, certifications and decertifications will be annotated. Units will
ensure a reason for decertification is included and all decertification paperwork is
marntamed in the IQF.
8.4.2.3.1. Required qualifications and cerfifications include BMC, BMK, CMR,
EWQO, PRP, Codes, ACP/SCP, instructor, evaluator and senior crew certifications.

8.4.2.4, Placement in and removal from restricted status.
8.4.2.5. Evaluation or observation results.

8.4.2.6. Instrucior or evaluator annual observation.
8.4.2.7. Appointment and removal as a SME.

8.4.3. Use of the AFGSC Form S1A, Record of Signatures, 1s mandatory. Units will use this
form fo record all required certification and decertification signatures. The AFGSC Form
91A will relate signatures back to entries on the AFGSC Form 91.
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8.4.3.1. Digital signatures are authorized provided the unifs institute an authentication or
security system, such as using card readers with the Common Access Card authentication
system.

8.4.4. Units will provide AFGSC Form 91s and AFGSC Form 91As, or a copy of pertinent
digital data, to the individual upon their PCS.

8.4.3, If hardcopy records are maintained, the IQF will have six sections and be maintained
according to the followmng guidance.  Digital data systems will maintain this same
information, and will be organized in a similar format,

8.4.5.1. Section 1- AFGSC Form 91, AFGSC Form 91A, all apphcable Memorandums
for Record (MIR) and other supporting documentation. The AFGSC Form 91 and
AFGSC Form 91A will be placed on top.  Post all MFRs and supporting documentation
beneath the forms in reverse chronological order (with the most recent on top).

8.4.5.2. Section 2 — Certification and Decertification Paperwork and unit generated
tracking sheets. Final signatures will be recorded on AFGSC Form 91A, and fracking
sheets may refer to AFGSC Form 91A.

8.4.5.3. Section 3 ~ Evaluation Paperwork., Include all evaluation documentation fo
include 392 TRS evaluation documentation, unit Corrective Action Worksheets and
assoctated MFRs. Post docaments m reverse chronological order.

#.4.5.4. Section 4 ~ Restricted Status Paperwork. Include all paperwork to restrict an
MCCM and remove an MCCM from restricted status,

8.4.5.5, Section 5 ~ Training Records from January through December of the previous
calendar year. Post documents in reverse chronological order.

8.4.5.6. Section 6 — Training Records from January through present month of the current
calendar year. Post documents in reverse chronological order.

%.4,5.6.1. All other training records for an individual will be maintained in a separate
folder.
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Chapter 9
MISCELLANEOUS

9.1. Crew Member Upgrade and PCA Requirements. There 1s no substituie for field
experience. Proficiency, experience, and leadership are important atiributes to consider when
selecting individuals for mstructor duty or upgrades.

G.1.1. Individuals should meet the Tollowing minimums for upgrade, evaluator or instructor
duty:

2.1.1.1. A deputy should have 42 alerts to be eligible for ACP/SCP certification,

9.1.1.2. A deputy should have 72 alerts or 12 months of CMR time (whichever comes
first) to be ehigible for evaluvator or instructor duty.

9.1.1.3. A deputy will be eligible for commander upgrade upon completion of evaluator
or instructor duty.

9.1.1.4. A deputy that remained in a tactical squadron should have 96 alerts or 16 months
of CMR time (whichever comes first) to be eligible for commander upgrade,

9.1.1.5. A commander should have 42 alerts as a commander to be eligible for ACP/SCP
certification if he or she was not previously ACP/SCP certified as a deputy.

9.1.1.5.1. There are no guidelines for minimum wumber of alerts for a commander
that was previously ACP/SCP certified as a deputy.

9.1.1.6. A commander should have 48 alerts as a commander to be eligible for evaluator
or instructor duty.

9.2. New or Upgrade System Requirements, For new or upgraded missile systems, the unit
training office will develop the training program 0 meet requirements within thig instruction,
AFGSCI 13-3301v3, Rapid Execution and Combat Targeting (REACT) Crew Operations,
AFGSCL 36-283, ICBM Training Sysitem Management, and AFGSCI 10-604, Global Strike
Operational Weapon Svstems Managemeni,
4.2.1. The OG/CC or designated representative will appoint a limited number of SMEs in
writing. Document SME appointment on the individual’s AFGSC Form 91. Forward the
SME designation memorandum through the chain of command directly to HQ AFGSC/A3T
and 20 AF/A3.
§.2.2. Upon completion of SME training, individuals will be CMR. The primary duty of the
CMR certified SMEs i3 to develop technical documentation, traming materials, and to
conduct CMR traming.
9.2.3. SMEs will be evaluated in accordance with AFGSCI 13-5301v2.

6.2.4. Where new operational programs will not meet Initial Operational Capability (10C),
HQ AFGSC will develop a proposal for that system’s traiming program.

9.3. Command Change Process to AETC Course Curriculum. All change requests
originating from AFGSC units which are of a major nature (a reguest which drives changes in
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course fraining standard or resources such as manpower, facilities, cost, ete.) will be routed
through the appropriate functional’s chain to HQ AFGSC/A3TO for coordination.

§.3.1. The AETC training manager (1M} is the decision authority for determining if a
proposed change is minor or major. No official direct communication concerning major
changes 18 permitted with AETC training units except m gathering information necessary to
properly staft the request.

8.3.1.1. This dees not preclude official feedback channels such as the IST Graduate
Training Verification Process, Graduate  Assessment  Survey, field evaluation
questionnaires or ficld visits.

6.3.2. HQ AFGSC/A3TO coordinates approval of change requests through the wings and 20
AF. HQ AFGSC/A3T approves all formal requests to change AETC courses and submits to
HQ USAF/AZ/S (Operations Plans and Requirements) for coordination.

5.3.3. Upon approval of & major change request by HQ AFGSC/A3T, HQ AFGSC/A3TO
will route the change to HQ USAF/A3/5. HQ USAF/A3/S will review and, if approved, will
route to the Chief, Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence (C41) and
Space Trainmg {(HQ AETC/A3TI.

9.23.4, The 381 Training Group (TRG) will analyze the request to determine impact on
manpower and tramung time and will return their cost estimate to HQ AFGSC/AZTO for
proper staffing {e.g., manpower costs, training device requirements, efc.).  HQ
AFGSC/A3ZTO will notify the originating agency of the results of their request. For further
information, refer to AFGSCI 36-283,

9.3.5. Changes to existing Specialty Training Standards and/or Course Training Standards
require review and approval by the affected unit commander. Changes will be routed
through the appropriate OSS or group to HQ AFGSC/A3TO for final review and approval,
prior to 381 TRG/CC approval, signature, and publication,

9.3.6. AFGSC units will obtain a tracking number through their appropriate OSS or group in
order to coordinate minor change requests directly with the 381 TRG. Coordination will
only be done with the TM of the applicable fraining course.

9.3.6.1. Minor changes are interpreted to mean those of an administrative nature or those
which do not have significant impact on training curricula or resources. In each case, the
381 TRG TM will determine if the request is of a minor nature or needs to be elevated o
a major change. i the request is munor, the 381 TRG will implement the change at the
earliest opportunity.

§.3.7. Changes origmating from the 381 TRG TMs wili be forwarded to the affected OSS or
group for action, with a courtesy copy provided to HQ AFGSC/A3ZTO and 20 AF. Once the
review is complete and OSS or group concurrence has been given, the change will be routed
back through HQ AFGSC/A3TO for approval in accordance with the guidance above.

9.3.8. Deletions of 381 TRG courses are reviewed, approved, and forwarded by HQ
AFGSC/A3T to HQ USAF/A3/S for review and approval prior to routing to HQ
AETC/A3TIL. Request for course deletions must be forwarded from the appropriate group
commmander, through 20 AF/A3N, to AFGSC/A3T.

9.4. DELETED.
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54.1. DELETED,
9.4.2. DELETED.

TIMOTHY M. RAY, Brigadier General, USAF
Director of Operations
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Attachment 1
GLOSSARY OF REFERENCES AND SUPPORTIVE INFORMATION

References
AFGSCIL 16-604, Global Strike Operations Weapon System Management

AFGSCI 13-3301v2, Rapid Execution and Combat Targeting (REACT) Crew Standardization
and Evaluation

AFGSCL 13-5301v3, Rapid Execution and Combat Targeting (REACT) Crew Operations
AFGSCT 13-3301vd, REACT Emergency War Order (EWQ) Training und Evaluation

Procedures

AFGSCY 36-283, JOBM Training System Management
AFI 11-415 AFGSCSUP, Weapons and Tactics Program
AFI 33.360, Publications and Forms Management

AFL 36-2201, 4ir Force Training Program

AFL 44170, Preventative Health Assessment
AFI48-123, Medival Examinations and Standards
AFL91-101, Air Force Nuclear Weapons Surety Program

AFH 36-2235v11, Information for Designers of Instructional Systems Application to Unit
Training

AFMAN 33-363, Management of Records

AFMAN 36-2234, Instructional System Development

AFMAN 36-2236, Guidebook For Air Force Instructors

AYPD 13.5, Nuclear Operations

Dol 5210.42-R_AFMAN 10-3902, Nuclear Weapons Personnel Reliability Program (PRP)
EAP-STRAT Volume 16, ICEM Code Caomponent Control Policy and Procedures (U}
Forms Prescribed

No forms are prescribed in this publication.

Forms Adopted

AF Form 847, Recommendation for Change of Publication

AF Form 2096, Classification/On-The-Job Training Action

AFGSC Form 91, Individual s Record of Duties and Qualification

AFGSC Form 1A, Record of Signatures

Abbreviations
AAC-—Assignment Availability Code

(-83



46 AFGSCI13-5301V1 16 MAY 2011

ACP-—Alternate Command Post

AETC—AIr Education and Training Command

AF-—-Air Force

AFGSC—Air Force Global Strike Command
AFGSCIE-—--Air Force Global Strike Command lastruction
AFH---Air Force Handbook

AFI—Air Force Instruction

AFMAN-Air Force Manual

AFPD—AIr Force Policy Directive

AFRIMS—Air Force Records Information Management System
ATEP-—Annual Training and Evaluation Plan
BMC---Basic Mission Capable

BMAK - Basic Mission Knowledge

B5Q-—Basic System Qualification

C41-—Command, Control, Communications, Coniputers, Intelligence
CET-Crew Enrichment Training

CLCCControlling Launch Control Center

CMR—Combat Mission Ready

CTS—Course Training Standard

DMCCC—Deputy Missile Combat Crew Commander
Deol)——Department of Defense

ETEPS-—EWO Traiming and Evaluation Performance Standards
EWO

FM-—Facility Manager

Emergency War Orders

FSC—Flight Security Controlier
FY-Fiscal Year

GAS-—Graduate Assessment Survey
HAB—High Alttude Burst
HHQ-Higher Headquarters
HQ-—Headquarters
ICBM-—Intercontinental Ballistic Missile
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ICE--1CBM Center of Excelience
1G—Inaspector General

TOC--Initial Operational Capacity
IQF-Individual Qualification Folder
ISD-—Instructional System Development
IST----nitial Skills Training

IT—Individual Training

JPR—Job Performance Requirements
JPRL-Job Performance Requirements Listing
LCC—Launch Control Center
LCEB-—Launch Control Equipment Building
LER-—Launcher Equipment Room
LSB-—Launcher Support Building
MA¥-—Missile Alert Facility
MAJCOM-—Major Command

MCC-Missife Combat Crew
MCCC—Missile Combat Crew Commander
MUCCM—Missile Combat Crew Member
MEP

MEPUCTMinuteman Enhanced Procedures and Classroom
representing a configuration used for the MEP)

MFER--Memorandum for Record

Missile Enhanced Procedures

MPT-—Missile Procedures Trainer
MQT-—Mission Qualification Training
MW-—Missile Wing

NAF--Numbered Air Force
NUDET-Nuciecar Detonation
OG—Operations Group
OIC—Operations Instructor Course
OPR-—Office of Primary Responsibility
OSS—Operations Support Squadron
PCA--—Permanent Change of Assignment

PCS-—Permanent Change of Station

Trainer

(alteraate
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PHA-—Preventative Health Assessment
PRP—Personnel Rehability Program
PE---Proficiency Training
Q1-Qualification Level |
Q2-—Qualification Level 2

RDS---Records Disposition Schedule
ROQT—Requalification Trainmg
RT-—Recurring Training

SAV-—Staff Assistance Vist
SCP—Sguadron Conunand Post
SELM-—Simulated Electronic Launch Minuteman
SME-Subject Matter Expert
SMOD-—Space and Missile Operations Duty
50Q-—Squadron

ST-—Supplemental Training
TDY-Temporary Duty

TEPS-—Training and Evaluation Performance Standards
TM—Traming Manager

TRG—Training Group

TRS-Training Squadron

TTP---Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures
UHF---Ulira High Frequency
UL—Unauthorized Launch

UT—Upgrade Training

UTW-—Ultilization and Training Workshop
WIC—Weapons Instructor Course
WESR-Weapon System Safety Rule
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Attachment 2
JOB PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENT LIST

A2.1. Comprising the JPRI.,
A2.1.1. The JPR colamn contains the alphanumeric designation for each JPR.

A2.1.1.1. Area — A grouping of tasks that support the accomplishment of a smgle
mission or multiple mission components.,

A2.1.1.2. Task ~ An observable/measurable unit of work that independently forms a
significant parf of a duty and is selected fo reflect mission needs.

A2.1.1.3. Subtasks —~ A subordinate unit of work derived from a task. Subtasks
generally, but nof always, focus on capabilities or reporting requirements that are utihzed
to accomplish a task.

I A2.1.2. The Description column contains the task nomenclature,

A2.1.2.1. A description marked with a superscripted number indicates the JPR does not
apply to all units.  Superscript numbers are coded as follows: 0 = 392d Training
Squadron {TRS), 1 = 341st Missile Wimg (MW), 3 =91 MW, 5 =90 MW.

A2.1.3. The Exposure heading is supported by three columns indicating different methods of
JPR exposure.

A2.1.3.1. The TEPS column indicates the task TEPS level that JPRs are to be trained and
evaluated.  Reference paragraph 6.4.2. for detailed explanations of the varous
TEPS/ETEPS levels.

A2.1.3.2. The Training (TRNG) column assigns a task type to a JPR which identifies the
environment(s} where that JPR is required to be tramed.

AZ.1.3.2.1. I the exposure column is blank the task must be trained in the classroom
and frained in the MPT.

AZ.1.3.2.2. Classroom Tasks, A -€" indicates this JPR is only required to be trammed
in classroom. Classroom tasks are repetitive and may occur inherently in the MPT 1n
order o accomplish another JPR. Classroom training is adequate; however,
additional training may be accomplished in the MPT, sclf-study package or in the
operational environment. There is no reguirement o plan or frack exposure of these
JPRs outside the classroom environment,

A2.1.3.2.3. Seif-Study Task. An &7 indicates a JPR that is only required 1o be
trained through a selfestudy package.  Tramming through a self-study package is
adequate; however, additional training may be accomplished in the classroom, MPT
or in the operational environment, There is no requirement to plan or track exposure
of these JPRs outside the self-study environment.

A2.1.3.2.4. Operational-Only Task. An 6" indicates a task that cannot be trained in
the MPT duc to missing or nonfunctional equipment.  All operational-only tasks must
receive fraining in the classroom and in a self-study package. Additional training
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may be accomplished i the operational environment unless the fraining interferes
with operational tasks,

A2.1.3.2.5, Inactive Task. An -+ indicates a JPR that 1s inactive, Inactive tasks will
not be trained. HQ 20 AF/AINV will establish training requirements if an - task
beconies active.

A2.1.3.3, The Evaluation (EVAL) column assigns a task type to a JPR which identifies
the envivonment(s) where that JPR maay be ovaluated as well as the eligibihity for that JPR.
to be evaluated.

AZ.1.3.3.1. Required Evaluation Task. An -R” indicates a task that 1s required to be
evaluated in the MPT or in the operational environment, Units are required to plan
and track exposure of these JPRs,

A2.1.3.3.2. Optional Evaluation Task. An -8 indicates a task that is not required io
be evaluated,  Optional evaluation tasks may be scrpted o faciitate scenario
presentation or may occur inherently in order to accomplish another JPR. There is no
requirement to plan or track exposure of these JPRs.

A2.1.33.3. Figld Evaluatablg Task. An -7 indicates a JPR that will not be
evaluated in the MPT and will not be scripted for an evaluation in the operational
environment. H an -E7 task 1s performed during an evaluation m the operational
environment, evaluate the task even though task coverage was not intended and, if
applicable, document any errors or deviations committed.

AZ.1.33.4. Inactive Task., An -F indicates a JPR that is inactive. Inactive fasks will
not be evaluated. HQ 20 AF/ANY will establish evaluation requirements if an -8
task becomes active.

A2.1.4. Additional training and evaluation guidance for JPRs.

A2.1.4.1. With the exception of inactive tasks, all task types will be tested menthly in
accordance with the ATEP.

A2.142. A new task entered in the JPRL is nof required fo be evaluated before
performing the task on alert. Following completion of initial task training, the task
should be emphasized in evaluations during a 3-month period. This period will start
based on the operational factors and resource consirainis affecting each unit’s ability to
exoeute the training necessary o achieve proficiency in the new task., The level of
exposure should be great enough to provide a2 representative assessment of training
effectiveness.
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Table A2.1. MINUTEMAN JPRL.

51

JPR EXPORURE

==& DESCRIPTION = | 2|3

#
ADMINISTRATIVE PROUCEDURES

Al 01| | Administrative Procedures e =
A Manage Pessonal Operations T.0./Publications {Z} 5 R
B ManageForms o 5 |14
C | Comply With Alr Foreo/Cormmand Directives i 5 IR
D Comply With T.0, 21MLGMI0F.12 C 4
B | Comply With Weapon Bystom Safety Rules C < | R
¥ Comply With Nuckar Surety £ O R
G 'ith Missile Safety C {f R

;&_ g}z :. s
A1 Perdorm MEED Opention
B | Acvcomplish Combination Change o R

LOU/MAY FUNCTIONS

Blot| |
Al Pedorm MAF Activitics ABAC R
B | Operate Blast Doors

B 42 : S s
A Operate Voice Communication Panal C 5 B
B | Perform Operator Entered Status C 8 O
| Porform MIIDS Opesation B G
D Perform Lamp Test C 5 O
E | Perfonm ActionPending {Jueue {Z} 5 R
F o Perfora LOC/LE Status Display ﬁfi 8 B
G C C | R

B 43 3
A Perform MCOC LOEB Inspection &0 C @ B
B | Pedorm DMCCCLCER Inspection ™ C 8 R
C | Perform LOC Inspection C B

B4 . s
A

B 08 : s
A | Pertorm Timeslot AFT TakeoverDeletion BAC B
B Perform Conun Grid Update B £ O
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viay

HEVINEY

DESCRIPTION

EXPOSURE

SduL

DR

VAR

e

{Z‘?}cgﬁa &c§.= ﬁym”%xmgm {Ziacéis

Perform Adarm Cleck Procedure

Perform Crew Log Procedures

Perform Cvoling Status Procedure

Perform Upload Diownload Procedure

Perform Change SIOPREVID

o lreeiom b it e

o7

?&:zé?zmz ﬁég&m Authority Backup Control

?eﬁiﬁm &{,‘{Z Subsysten Test

Porform HA Subsvystems Test

Perform Bulk Store Teuts

Portorm CDAPD Test

Perform Alarms Test

Perform Printex Test

Porfrrm FII Tost

Perform 01D Test

Perforem VINT Text

Perform NED Test

R Bl e sR v R ol w d R Rl et

?mﬁﬁmz CRPGLine Seize Test

eHellediololtol{ol ol iallatie

Jalwlelmieinia alnlaie

oclojo|looioioololoio)

U3

?ezﬁ‘am Cirpuit ﬁfm%:ef {Zimmi ?wi@m o) 2‘;}&% fas ﬁ%/&&%

Perform Consele Shutdown/Startup

Perform Lamp Removal and Beplacement

Perform Console Printer Paper Replacement

Perform Lannch Control Panel Change

Pedform Lavnch Enable Panel Change

Perfarm Keving Varisble Loading

Perform CEIU Startup/ Shutdown Procedures ¢

R Rui B Rag Fed 02

Perform Sequence Cound

Perform Marnual Comm Monftoring

Perform Overwrite WS BR/L

Perform Overwrbte WEP Memomw

S ETe e

Izolate LCC Shock Isolator System Leaks

Operate Emerseney Shutoll Valves

ZloloniamiolaolooialnlZ

I E T T T L PR R LR L Y BT R 0 A
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VEHY

HEYEL

BEAPOSURE

DESCRIPTION

Perform LOC Floor Adjustment ©

Perform Mise, Operstor Maintenanos ¢

Perform Diagnestic Data ¢

Perfonn BS/L Disk Replacenment?

Perform WP Load/Resiart

w0 3 | e NN VEES

Perform K560 Siatus Query ¥

e

00 Fault Procedures

Respond to Miseellaneous LOCFaults

Respond to P Faults

Respoud 1o 0L Faulls

Pespond to Printer Paulte

Respond 1o SDU Faults

Respond 1o PLO-B Lib CKSUM Incorpent

Bespond to Abnormal Indications

Respond to ALLLNLOST

Respond o CONMMFATL Fanliy

Respond to GYRO CMVC Incorrest

Respond to INPT LNLOST

Respond o LCC Down

Respond 10 LOC DOSYNC/SE CHT NECC

Respond o AF] Updates

Pespond to SAHU Received

Respond to WSP Restart Fails te Complete

Respond 1o WP Restart

B L e L R e e T O e e D O

Rewpond to AAFFaults

LY FUNCTIONS

23

Perform LF Entry/Coordination

Perform LT Activities Contingeney Proceduie

Pertorn LF Weapon System Checks and Tests

e e e

Direet Team Departues

a2

Pertorm Computer Memory Verification Check

el e

Perfor Interropations GMI, MOSI, TVI, O8]
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PR EXPOSURE
% % % DBESCRIPTION g g =
> | ® § e % %2
C | 83 ot
A Parborm S8ONT BAC 24
B | Perform Enable Test < 23
| Perforas Misaile Test « R
Tr | Perform Inhibit Test AT 24
E | Perform ALCS/UHF Radio Test < R
C ok 3
A | Perform ALUC Holdoff AL R
B Perform Short ALCC Holdoff B R
¢ Perlorm Calibraffon MU, PHL 5AT < B
D Perform IMU Performance Diata < C O
E | Porform Overwrite < R
F | Perform PIGA Laveling 1 |24
{3 Perform Remote Missile Restart B R
¥ Perform Bestart Alignment B B
I | Perform LF Diesal Remole Start/Stop < 8 O
3 Perform Mizsile Launch Procsdurs L 8 F
C | 05 . &
A RespondtoMise LF Fault Indications L R
B Resspondio LFDN AT R
| Respondio Auto Restart < O
0 Respond 1o RADIDYT Mot Becetved During ALCS/ATHF c o
Test
E | RespondioPOLV i 4
¥ RespondioRAMO ABIC R
3 Respond o Unexplained IPCMD o « {3
H  Respondic LFNAAFOS B B
{ Respomito {Emgz;aiﬁeﬁ TGTOH or Unexplained B B
PLLCAPLOE Received
3 Hsmpondin GMR LV R
¥ | RespondtoMUGSE £ 24
L RespondioMMD < < O
M | RespondtoSBNG B R
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JPR EXPOSURE
AE DESCRIPTION = | 2| 3
s
D o
A | Perform Case Entry Library BIC B
B | Perdorm Case Entrv Buller C C F
C | Pegform FUIM Processing Procedurs B 24
13 | Perform Case Input Library Provedure C C B
B | Process lovalid FDMa ' WSCE < F
a2 S
A | Pertorm TOT/EP View Lo . 0
B | Perform Case Input Library Cheokaum f;": B
| Perform PLC-B Library C 24
D | Perdform PLO-B Library Checksum < 23
E | Pedform Electronic TATD Procedure L i |
D03 =
A | Perdorm Active Stack )3 24
B | Pedorm Monitor Stack B ®
C | Pedform Cenerate Stack B 2 F
D | Perform PLO-B Stack B j
D o4
A
D a8 e
A | Pedorm PLC-A B 24
B | Pedorm PLC.B B ®
C | Pevform Individual Selective Enable B I ¥
I3 | Perform AlCall Enable B B
E | Perform Multiple Selective Enable B B
D as o
A Pedform Execute Option Generate L ¥
B | Perform Pre-Lavnch Seguence B B
| Pedorn Pre-Launch Seavence Detinition B C 10
3 o S e
D | 07 o
A | Respond to RDC Fanits B 1 24
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PR EXPOSURE
ol R % DESCRIPTION = i
=
CONTINGENCY AND SECURITY PROCEDURES
EFia :
E | : -
A ?ﬁz&;z‘m L{Z{Z &eﬁmmi L‘é‘-zm o Uwverheat Procedure AR 24
B | Perform LUER Five or Overheat Procedure AB B
' R
E g& . o
£ o4
E a8
E ns| | =
A | Emergency Evacuation Sz‘mgiéi.ﬁg Apparatus ¢ i C ¥
B | Peefonn Escape Proceduge® C ¢ | F
C | Perform LOC Manual Hardening Procedure AB 34
D | Perform LOC Blast Valve Opening B R
E | Perform Emerseney Power/ Ady Procedue AB R
F | Perform Alr RegenemationProcedure C S | F
(¢ | Perform LCER Blast Valves Opening 23 ¢ g | F
H | Perform Diesel Manual Stantdf ¢ 2 I3
I | Perform Manuval Didesel Fuel Transfer & C G | F
1 | Perform ﬁm’%mmm‘i&% Control Systern Restart™ C C | F
E 07 | =
A Perdorm LOC Overwritey {feéz‘f: Disgipation B ®
B | Pertorm Clear Unlock Code B 5 F
C | Perform Translate Code B 24
D | Pertorm BEmergency Combat Capable Lannch Procedure B C | F
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JPR EXPOSURE
ol R % DESCRIPTION = o 5
#
Elos| | 5
A1 Declare Seeurity Sthation 1Brisf Location AB B
B | Declare Becurity Situation 2Brief Location AB 14
| Declare Security Situation ¥Briel Location A'B R
| Dieclare Security Situation 4/ Brief Location AR j
E | Declare Seourity Situation ¥Bricf Location AB B
P Declare Secuzity Situations for LCC/LFs for which LCC AR ®
has Secondary Responsibility/ Brief Localion
| Coondinate LF Guanding Requirements 5B R
=T B e et -
A | Respond te Codes Vielation B R
EWO PROCEDURES
Fl |
€8s : s
A Perforen LOC Communications Inspections { ¢ O
5 Perform Communications Rezlignment and Equipment AR R
Frequeney Thannel Change i
| Commumications Equipment Shutdown C £ F
D | Perform Basic SKL Operations ﬁ';j O
G682 s Perform L HE Radio Procedures. o
A | UHF Radio Checkout? ¢ g O
€1 63 : s
A Perform VEI/LF Cheokowt {3 R
H | Perdorm VLF/LF Link Status Procedure £ B
€ | Bespond to VLE/LF Faults B R
D Perform VEF/LF Suarmp Procedure B ®
E | Porform VLF/LF Database Procedure {I o F
F i Peeform VLE/LE Key Management £ C ¥
G | Perform VLE/LF Key Loading Procedure C L
| Perform VLF/LF Beset Procedure B |24
1 Perform VLIF/LF Database Momory Cand Replacermant . . 5
Procedure '
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JPR EXPOSURE

1E g DESCRIPTION s 2| =
R 3 2| &
€104 B s

A | Perforem AFSATCOM Checkiout < R

B | Perform AFSATCOM Startup B 24

C | Perform AFSATCOM Troubleshooting Procedurs B R

D ?ez‘fzzzszjm %F&&"}\”C{}M; Operating Parameters Cherkand c R

Selection/Control-Indicator Mode Parameters

E | Perform TSM Removal and Replacement C C G

F | Perforn Time Transfer Maode Parameter Sslection C 5 F

| Perform UHF MILSTAR Reportback Cancellation C 8 F

H ) Bespond i UHF MIITAR Fanlls 8 B
] U8 CRACDIN Progedures e e

A | Perform SACDIN Checkout < R

B | Perlorm SACDIN Operator Command Composition C < O

€ | Respond to SACDIN Faults B R

D Perform SACDIN Smartup B R

E | Perform SACDIN System Troubleshooting C 8 F

¥ Perform SACDINIPL B 33

G | Perform SACDINIPL EPU < 5 F

H | Porem SACDIN Message Betrieval L 8 ¥

I | Perform SACDIN System Restart B E

J | Perform SAUDIN Crypto Procedures < C O
G| 06 o

A | Perform EHF MILSTAR Checkout C 24

B Perform BEHF MILSTAR Crypto Procedurnss < ¢ 0

C | Raspondio EHF MILSTAR Faults B 34

D | Paform ERF MILSTAR Startup Procedurs B R

E | Perfore: BEHF MILSTAR Ressf Procedure B 4

¥ 1 Perform Canister Load I3 Procedure { 8 ¥
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PR EXPOSURE

2| g % DESCRIPTION 3 |52

Ol B B L o -
=

G| o7 5
A | Manual Text ExiractionCormsotion B O
B | Perform CMOT Test C 3
1 Perform All Sortie Free Launeh Schedule B 1 i
I3 | Process Invalid FDMs/HA L 14
E | Perdomm Message Transmission £ « C
F | Processing Voloe EAMs B R
G | Bespond to HAC /BMPS Fanlts B R
F | Perform Message Composition L R
I | Perform BMP{S) Restart Load Procedure B R
¥ | Perform BMPE Bestart T < 3
K | Perform Manual Restere (U1 T 0 19 O
L | Perform RMVPS Bguipment Tests ¢ < £
M1 Perdonn RMP Shutdown C < ¥
W | Fail Extraction OO B R
O | ClearBackup C HA Message Bufforns C 510
B | Perform CONMM Test fo DHslh Procedure T < O
3 | Perform Set Sguadron Procedure T g O

Kote: O=302 TRS, 1 = I MW, 3=50] MW, 3=00 MW
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Attachment 3
LEVEL A TEPS FOR MINUTEMAN HI WEAPON SYSTEM

Table A3.1. BO1A - PERFORM MAF ACTIVITIES

CONSTRAINTS

protecied areas, evaluate to Level B.
fire evaluate to Level C.

condition}.

1. If performing this task fo put MIIDS in secure mode when all personnel are clear of
2. When performing this task for other than an FSC evacuation for a tornado or LCC/LCEB
3. SCC door open latch release mechams will operate (except for AAP firg/overheat

4, Firefighting teams will be aware of all tunnel junction wamings and notes.

PERFORMANCE

STANDARD

1. Unlock service hift room door and grant
personnel entry.

1.1. Within 3 minutes from notification when
FSC is ready to evacuate for a tornado.

2. Obtain VON, uniock servige Lift room
door, and grant personnel entry,

2.1. Withm 3 minutes from fime team is
ready to respond ¢ LCC/LCEB or tunnel
junction fire/overheat.

Table A3.2. BO1B - OPERATE BLAST DOORS

CONSTRAINTS

1. If performing procedure for other than emergency LCC evacuation, evaluate to Level C.
2. Iif evaluating to Level A, do not present a condition restricting blast door operation.

PERFORMANCE

STANDARD

1. Configure and open LOC Blast Door,
evacuate the LCC, close LCC Blast Door.

1.1, Withio 3 minutes from presentation of a
hazardous situation and personnel safety is
ieopardized.

Table A3.3. CU01B - PERFORM LF ACTIVITIES CONTINGENCY PROCEDURE

CONSTRAINTS

1. If scenario requires this task and AOZA (o be evaluated, immediate contact will be
available over a valid means of communication.

2. If performing this task and EQ4A or EO8F, evaluate to Level B.

3, I performing this task post execution, evaluate 1o Level B,

PERFORMANCE

STANDARD

i. Attempt contact by all available means
and request first authentication.

*1.1. Within 3 minutes from weapon system
indications if affected LF is penetrated.

¥1.2. Within 5 minutes from weapon system
mndications if affected LF is manned.
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Table A3.4. C03D - PERFORM INHIBIT TEST

CONSTRAINTS

1. No uprelated status or indications may be introduced during the Inhibit Test.

2. No more than one LF will report an abnormal response.

3. 1f performing this procedure and no LF is scripted to fail the Inhibit Test, evaluate to
Level C. Evaluate to Level A when a sortie fails to respond as expected.

PERFORMANCE STANDARD
1. Request LF that failed to respond fo the *1.1. Within 10 minutes from receipt of INC
inhibit test be manually safed. APQ entry complete.

Table A3.5. C04A - PERFORM ALCC HOLDOFF

CONSTRAINTS

b1 performing this procedure for post LF maintenance or WSP fault flow actions, evaluate
to Level C.

PERFORMANCE STANDARD
1. Accomplish ALCC Holdofl command. *1.1. Before receipt of AHC 0 MIN WG
* 1.2, Before any LF reports RAMO.

* 1.3, Before unsafing an LF reporting

RAMO.
2. Accomplish ALCC Holdoff command *2.1. Within 3 manutes from receipt of
upon receipt of an unexpected RAMO APQ - RAMO APQ entry.
Entry.
3, Direct/notify the first LCC to initiate #3.1. Within 3 minutes from receipt of AHC
ALCC Holdoff command for APQ entry complete and LF{s) report(s) as
accomplishment of sequential commands. exception(s).
4, Request LF that failed to respond {o the *4.1. Within 10 minutes from receipt of latest
sequential ALCC Holdoff command be AHC APQ) entry complete and LF report(s) as
manually safed. exception{s).

*4.2. Within 15 minutes from receipt of
RAMO.

Table A3.6. COSB - RESPOND TO LEDN

CONSTRAINTS

i. Do pot clear an LFDN mdication after I mmute (normal mode) or after 2 minutes {anti-
jam mede), until expiration of Level A TEPS,

2. If performing task for LFDN that clears, prior to 1 minute (nonmal mode) or prior to 2
minutes {anti-jam mode), evaluate to Level C.

3. i performing this task for an LF that is safed, was previcusly reporting LENG, or is being
penetrated by a maintenance team that authenticated correctly, evaluate to Level C.

4, If scenario requires this task and EOSA/B/C/D to be evaluated to Level A standards, time
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concurrently.

PERFORMANCE STANDARD

i. Reguest sortie reporting LFDN he *1.1. Within 13 mmutes from LFDN
manually safed. indications,

‘Table A3.7. CO5F - RESPOND TO RAMO

CONSTRAINTS

1. If performing this task for an LF that is safed, was previously reporting LENG, or is being
peneirated by a maintenance team that authenticated correctly, evaluate to Level C,

2. 1f scenarno requires this task and CO4A to be evaluated, evaluate to Level B.

3. Sortic must be in a state where a RAMO condition could occur.

PERFORMANCE STANDARD
I, Request LFs repogting RAMO be *1.1. Within 10 minutes from receipt of
manually safed, as applicable. RAMO indications.

Table A3.8, EO1A - PERFORM MCC CONTINGENCY PROCEDURES

CONSTRAINTS

1. Hazardous situations must be clearly recognizablie (e.g., bomb threat, fuel spillage,
damage to nuclear weapons, disaster that involves nuclear weapons, toxic chemicals, missile
propeilants, entry fo the scene cannot be controlied, uncontroilable fire, personnel safety is
jeopardized, or medical assistance required).

2. If performing in conjunction with security situation(s), evaluate to Level B.

3. If performing for any non-hazardous situation, evaluate to Level C.

PERFORMANCE STANDARD
1. Coordinate with on-sife personnel; E.1. Within 10 minutes from notification of
gvacuate personnel from the scene; and the situation,

notify wing command post of the hazardous
situation, required assisiance, and the
location of the iacident; each as applicable.

Table A3.9. E02A - PERFORM LCC ELECTRICAL FIRE OR OVERHEAT
PROCEDURE

CONSTRAINTS

1. Do not present a scripted change in LCC power or air unti all fire isolation actions are
complete.

2. FM or qualified personnel will be immediately available to perform circuit isolation.
3. Personnel will identify location of fire using equipment name in the appropriate circuif
protection chart when contact is established with the FM or qualified personach,

4. For a console fire/overheat, the fire will not continue after entire console is properly
isolated.

S, The requirement to accomphish performance 7 will be clearly identificd,
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evaluate to Level B,

6. For Distribution Box, Motor Generator {on emergency power), or [1] NETUS fire<,

7. For MG fire, do not evaluate the release of hazardous fumes.
8, Evaluate post LCC evacuation actions for fire 1solation (o Level B,

PERFORMANCE

STANDARD

1. Electrically isolate affected equipment
with fire/overheat condition in accordance
with the LOC Circait Protection Chast,

1.1, Withia 2 minates from mitial fire
mdications.

1.2. Within 3 minutes from previous isolation
if for subsequent iselation actions,

2. [3/5] Electrically isolate Facilily Alarm
Protection Assembly.

2.1. Direct FM/qualified team to accomphish
1solation actions.

2.2. Direct FSC/gualified team to
accomplish isolation actions.

2.1.1. Within 30 seconds from establishing
LCEB coniact if FM/qualified team topside
when fire began.

2.1.2. Within 2 minutes of nitial fire
indications if previous fire isolation actions
are N/A,

2.2.1. Within 30 seconds from establishing
cottact.

2.2.2. Within 3 minutes of initial fire
indications 1f previous fire isolation actions
are N/A.

3. Notify FSC and request FM/qualified
team to respond to fire/overheat indications,
if the FM/qualified team is not present in the
LCEB.

3.1, 13/5] Within 2 minutes from receiving
fire indications or last isolation action.

4, Direct FM/qualified team to accomplish
appropriate 1solation actions in accordance
with the LCC Cirenit Protection Chart

4.1, {1] Within 2 minutes from indications,
4.2. [3/3] Within 2 minutes from initial
mdications 1f FM/qualified team is already
present in LCEB.

4.3, {3/81 Within 30 seconds from
establishing LCEB contact if FM/qualified
team is topside when fire began.

5. Close, or simulate closing, cooling air
dampers.

5.1, Within 4 minutes from last isolation.

6. Simulate application of fire extinguisher.

6.1, Within 2 minutes from last isolation
attempt.

7. Perform, or simulate performing,
remaining pewer removal steps, consistent
with personal safety, before LCC
evacuation,

7.1, Within 1 mipute from requirement io
gvacuate,
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Table A3.10. EG2B [WINGS 3/5] - PERFORM LCEB FIRE OR OVERHEAT

PROCEDURE

CONSTRAINTS

1. Manual dampers will function normaily.
Circuit Protection Chart.

evahuate to Level B,

2. Personnel in LCEB will identify location of fire using equipment name in the LCEB

3. For battery bank or if an uncontrollable fire occurs and personnel safety s in jeopardy

PERFORMANCE

STANDARD

i. Notify FSC and request FM/quahified
team to respond to fire/overheat indications,
if the FM/qualified team is not presently
LCEB.

1.1. Within 2 munutes from cooling air
obiained from manual hardening.

1.2. Within 2 minutes from presentation of
mitial fire/overheat indications if manual
hardening was aot required.

2.1, Brief warnings and direct fire/overheat
1solation actions, if proper fire-fighting team
is in the LCEB.

2.2, Brief warnings and direct firc/overheat
1selation gctions, when the FM/qualified
team arrives in the LCEB.

2.1.1, Within 3 minutes from obtaining air
from manual hardening.

2.1.2, Within 3 minugtes from initial fire
indications, if manuval hardening was not
required.

2.1.3. Within 2 minutes from previous
isolation action for subsequent isolation
direction,

2.2.1. Within 2 minutes from establishing
LCEB contact,

2.2.2, Within 2 minufes from previous
isolation action for subsequent isolation
direction.

3. Brief warnings and direct personncl] to
configure equipment for a diesel engine fire
or diesel] fuel on fire,

3.1, Within 2 minutes from establishing
LCEB contact,

4. Direct use of fire extinguisher.

4.1, Within 2 minutes from iast isolation
agtion,

Table A3.11. EO2C - PERFORM EHF ANTENNA SHELTER FIRE/OVERHEAT

PROCEDURE

CONSTRAINTS

1. FM or qualified personnel! will be immediately avatlable upon request.
2. FM or qualified personnel may or may not have technical data to fight the fire,

PERFORMANCE

STANDARD
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1. Isolate through the EHF System CB.

1.1, Within 2 minutes from notification or
indications of fire/overhest in EHF Antenna
Shelter.

2. Complete checklist through determining
status of fire/overheat condition,

2.1. Within 3 minutes from isolating the EHE
System CB.

3. Direct FM to fight the fire in accordance
with their technical data if the FM has
technical data,

3.1 Within | minute from FM detormaning
status of fire and fire is not out.

4, Direct FM to apply fire extinguisher if the
FM does not have technical data.

4.1, Within | minute from FM determining
status of fire and fire is not out.

Table A3.12, E03A - PERFORM LCC EQUIPMENT SHUTDOWN

CONSTRAINTS

I I performing procedure for other than inability to obtain cooling air, Motor Generator
fire, or Distribution Box fire, evaluate to Level B.

PERFORMANCE

STANDARD

1. Electrically isolate all power supply group
circuit breakers if for mability to obtain air,

1.1, Within 2 minutes from last valid attempt
to obtain air.

1.2, Wihin 3 mmutes from last fire 1solation
action resulting in an inability to obtain air,

2. Complete LOC equipment shutdown
through removal of DC power to the Motor
Generator when:

2.1, MG on emergency power when fire
started.

2.2. MG on primary power when fire started.

2.1. Within 4 minutes from indications of
fire.

2.2.1. Within 8 minutes from positioning

[3/51 CB 14-16-18 / [1] CB 20-22-24 t0 OFF.

3. Complete LOC shutdown through opening
[3/51 CB 14-16-18/[1] CB 20-22-24 for
Distribution Box fire.

3.1 Within 4 minutes from identification of
fire location.

Table A3.13. E04A - PERFORM INHIBIT ANTI-JAM PROCEDURE

CONSTRAINTS

authenticated correctly, evaluate to Level C.

1. Only one squadren LF can fail to respond {o inhibits.

2. For scenanios with multiple eritical status, it a singie enable at a sortie followed by
ELC to that same sortie. ELC may be presented at any time following nEN.

3. For performance 4, if an LF i3 safed, or is being penetrated by a maintenance team that

PERFORMANCE

STANDARD
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1. Enter anti-jam mode and initiate first 1,1, Within 2 minutes from indications or

encrypted inhibit, directions recerved.

2. Inntiate first encrypted whabit if already * 2.1 Within 30 seconds from indications or

in anfi-jaim mode. directions received.

3. Accomplish 8 encrypted inhibits, # 3.1, Within 8 munutes from requirement to
accomplish inhibits.

4, Request LF be manually safed, 4.1. Within 15 minutes from all INC APQ
entries reporting complete and LF reports as
an excepiion.

‘Table A3.14. EO3A - PERFORM RDC HALT COMMAND

CONSTRAINTS

1. if performing task for other than unauthorized RDCT sole survivor indications, evaluate to
Level B

PERFORMANCE STANDARD
1. Intiate RDC Halt Command, * 1.1, Within 2 minutes from receipt of
mdications.

Table A3.15. E06C {1] - PERFORM LCC MANUAL HARDENING

CONSTRAINTS

I. Do not present EACU malfunctions until LCC s fully hardened.

2. If requirement to perform this task 1s due to EOSA or E08B indications, TEPS begins for
EO7C upon completion or expiration of TEPS for EOSA or EO8B.

3. If procedure 1s being performed for other thap EOSA, E08B or NECS fire, evaluate to
fevel B

4. FM/qualified personnel will be available to perform fire isolation.

PERFORMANCE STANDARD
i. Configure, monitor, and operate 1.1, Within § minutes from time indications

equipment {o close blast valves and simulate | are received if normal pressure.

closing of ESOVs. 1.2. Within 8 minutes from time indications

are received if increased pressure required.

2. Engage blast door latch, 2.1 Within 3 miautes from ESOVs closing.
2.2. Within 3 minutes from blast valves
closing if ESOVs were previously closed.
2.3. Within 3 minutes from declaration of
security situation of TEPS expiration, 1§ blast
valves and ESOVs were previously closed.
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3. Configure, monitot, and operate 3.1 Within 5 minutes from initial fire
equipment to close blast valves (when indications.
accomplishing tor NECS fire).

Table Al.16. E06C [3/5] - PERFORM LCC MANUAL HARDENING

CONSTRAINTS

1. Do not present EACU malfunctions until LCC is fully bardened.

2. If requirement to perform s task is due to EOBA or EG8B mdications, TEPS begins for
EO7C upon completion or expiration of TEPS for EOSA or EOSB.

3. 1f procedure 1s being performed for other than EOSA, EOZB or NECS fire, evaluate to
Level B,

PERFORMANCE STANDARD

1. Close ESOVs. b1 Within 2 minutes from status presentation
if blast valves were previously closed.

NOTE: If blast valves are open, include this
performance in the Level A timing standard
of performance 2.

2. Configure/reconfigure equipment and 2.1, Within 4 minutes if blast valves will
close blast valves, close with CLOSE VALVE pushbutton,

2.2, Within 5 minutes if blast valves will
close with DCV hvdraulic control valve.

2.3. Within 6 minutes if required i manually
close blast valves,

3. Engage blast door fatch. 3.1. Within 3 minutes from ESOVs closing if
blast valves previously closed.

3.2, Within 3 minutes from blast valves
closing.

3.3. Within 3 minutes from declaration of
security situation or TEPS expiration, if blast
valves and ESOVs were previously closed.

Table A3.17. EO6E - PERFORM EMERGENCY POWER/AIR PROCEDURE

CONSTRAINTS

1. Complete loss of power to the MG will not be presented while MG is operating on
Sniergency power.

2. For performance 3, blast valves must be open prior to presenting the scenario.

3. Do not present performance 3 with EACU electrically isolated.

4, 1 performing procedure for other than the histed performances, evaluate to Level B,

PERFORMANCE STANDARD
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I. Position [3/5] CB 14-16-18/ {1] CB 20-22-

24 10 OFF.

i.1. For a complete loss of primary and ¥ 1.1.1. Within 5 minutes from status

emergency power to the MG, and MG was presentafion.

previously on commercial power.

1.2. For a complete loss of primary and ¥ 1.2.1. Within 45 seconds from status

emergency power to the MG, and MG was presentation.

previously on standby power.

1.3. For MG brush surging or chattering,. * 1.3.1. Within 1 minufe from status
mndications.

2. Attempt to start EACU by turing 2.1. Within 2 minute from foss of cooling air

Emergency Operation switch SW-108 to or last valid attempt at regaining cooling asr.

Hand or pressing Emergency Fan Overload
Relay pushbuiton.

3. [3/51 Attempt NECS restart by turning 3.1 Within 2 minutes from noification that
Emergency Operation switch SW- 108 to NECS operation has been restored and
Aute and pressing ECS Restart switch SW - | EACU is not operating.

106

NOTE: Valid attempt is defined as an attempt to start or restart the EACU where the action
could reasonably be expected to start the EACU (based on weapon system knowledge and
expected indications).

Table A3.18. E08A - DECLARE SECURITY SITUATION 1/ BRIEF LOCATION

CONSTRAINTS

1. If a security sitvation exists at the same LE/MAF, team or convoy, changes in security
status or additional security mdications of tower prionity must be relaved to the FSC/MSC, as
applicable, and will be evaluated to Level B. If indications of a security situation of higher
priority are received, evaluate to Level A

2. Attack mdications will be limited to: armed individuals attempting to gain access,
explosives found on site, chemical attack, or individuals firing at personnel or resources even
if they have not gained access. .

3. Dispatches will be immediately available upon request if not already present.

4.1 CO1IRB is also being evaluated to Level A, time sequentially.

5. 1f scenario requires this task and CO5B to be evaluated to Level A standards, time
concurrently.

PERFORMANCE STANDARD

i. Declare Security Situation 1A-1G and * 1.1, Within 3 minutes from notification of

brief location to FSC or MSC. attack or receipt of weapon system
idications.
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Table A3.19. EG8B - DECLARE SECURITY SITUATION 2/ BRIEK LOCATION

CONSTRAINTS

1. If a security situation exists at the same LF/MAF or convoy, changes in security status or
additional security indications of lower priority must be relayed fo the FSC/MSC, as
applicable, and will be evaluated to Level B, If indications of a security situation of higher
priority are received, evaluate to Level Al

2. Duress indications will be limited to the actual passing and receipt of the primary or
alternate duress code, no contact/loss of contact over all available means or non-compliance.
Non-comphiance will be limited to the following: failure to report as preseribed, using bogus
or reversed call signs, or a team entering the wrong LF.

3. Dispatch information will be immediately avallable upon request if it is not already
present.

4. For performance 3, if presenting no contact by all available means, provide no further
contact with the team following the first attempt at contact.

5.1 COIR is also being evaluated to Level A, time sequentially.

6. If scenarto requires this task and CO5B to be evaluated 1o Level A standards, time
concurrently,

PERFORMANCE STANDARD

1. Declare Security Situation 2A-2B and * 1.1, Within 3 minutes of duress indications.
brief location to FSC or MSC,

2. Declare Security Situation 2C-2F and # 2.1, Within 3 minutes of duress indications.
brief location to FSC or MSC.

Table A3.20. EO8C - DECLARE SECURITY SITUATION 3/ BRIEF LOCATION

CONSTRAINTS

1. If a security situation exists at the same LF/MAF, changes in security status or additional
security indications of lower priority must be relayed to the FSC/MSC, as applicable, and
will be evaluated to Level B, If indications of a security situation of higher priority are
received, evaluate to Level A.

2, Unauthorized/Unidentified indications will be limited to: unauthorized/unidentitied
personnel attempting entry to an LE/MAF, misauthentications, incorrect trip data {limited to
information required fo be verified by MCC or FSC), or MIIDS alarm.

3, Dispatch mnformation will be immediately availabie upon request if it is not already
present.

4, 1f COIB is also being evaluated to Level A, time sequentially,

5. 1f scenarno requires this task and COSB to be evaluated to Level A standards, time
concurrently.

PERFORMANCE STANDARD
1. Declare Security Situation 3A at LE/NDA | * 1.1, Within 5 minutes from notification of
and brief location to FSC or MSC. unauthorized or unidentified persomnel on or

attempting entry, or second misauthentication.
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2. Declare Security Situation 3B-3D, 3G * 2.1, Within S miautes from notification of
and brief location to FSC or MSC. unauthorized or unidentified personnel on or
attempting entry, or second misauthentication.

3. Declare Security Situation 3A at MAF, * 3.1, Within 6 miautes from initial
3E or 3F, brief location to FSC or MSC and | indications of MIIDS Alarm, notification of
engage blast door latch. unauthorized or unidentified personnel on or

attempting entry, or second misauthentication

Table A3.21. EO8D - DECLARE SECURITY SITUATION 4/ BRIEF LOCATION

CONSTRAINTS

1. I a security situation exists at the same LF, changes in security status or additional
security indications of lower priority must be relayed to the FSC/MSC, as applicable, and
will be evaluated to Level B. If indications of a security situation of higher priority are
received, evaluate to Level Al

2. Dispatch information will be immediately available upon request if it 1s not already
present.

3. If CO1B is also being evaluvated to Level A, time sequentially.

4, 1f scenario requires this task and COSB io be evaluated 1o Level A standards, time
concurrently.

5. 1f scenarto requires this task fo be evaluated 1n conjunction with a FOXX JPR, evaluate
this task to Level B,

PERFORMANCE STANDARD
i. Declare Security Situation 4B, and brref | * 1.1, Within 5 minutes from good
location to FSC or MSC. authentications if affected LF is manned by a

CAT V without SET, or a CAT VI team,
2. Declare Security Situation 4C, and brief  + * 2.1, Within § minutes from LFDN
location to FSC or MSC. indications if affected LT is unmamed.
3. Declare Security Situation 4C, and brief | * 3.1. Within 3 minutes from LFDN and
MSLA indications and location to ¥SC or MSELA indications if affected LF is
MSC. unmamned.

‘Table A3.22. EOBE - DECLARE SECURITY SITUATION 5/ BRIEF LOCATION

CONSTRAINTS

1. 1f a security situation exists af the same LF, changes in security status or additional
seeurity indications of lower prionity must be relaved to the FSC/MSC, as applicable, and
will be evaluated to Level B. If indications of a security situation of higher priority are
received, evaluate to Level A.

2. Dispatch information will be immediately available upon request if it is not already
present.

3. If scenario requires this task and COIB {0 be evaluated to Level A, time concurrently.

PERFORMANCE STANDARD
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1. Declare Security Situation SA and briet | * 1.1, Within 10 manutes from uncoordinated

location to ¥SC or MSC. 17 indications.
2. Declare Security Situation 5B and briet | ¥ 2,1, Within § minutes from 1Z indications
location to FSC or MSC. failing to report upon SCNT APQ completion.

3. For security situation 3C, attempt contact | *3.1. Within 5 minutes of notification of
by all available means and direct or request | completion of weekily LF check.

first authentication.,
4. Declare Security Situation SE — 3H and *4 1. Withia § minutes from receipt of
brief location to FSC or MSC, weapon system indications,

Table A3.23. EOSF - DECLARE SECURITY SITUATIONS FOR LCC/LEs FOR WHICH
LCC HAS SECONDARY RESPONSIBILITY / BRIEF LOCATION

CONSTRAINTS

1. 1f a security situation exists at the same LF/MAE, team or convoy, changes in security
status or additional security indications of lower priority must be relayed to the FSC/MSC,
as applicable, and will be evaluated to Level B, If indications of a security situation of
higher priority are received, evaluate to Level A.

2. Dial Lines will be operational.

3. If security procedures are required, indications of no LCC contact will be relayed by the
FSC upon initial request. Additionally, no contact with the LOC will be available, by any
means.

4. Manned LFs will only be occupied by CAT V without SET, CAT VI, or CAT VII teams.
3. Contact will be available with the FSC and MSC for the flight affected by the pending
sgcurity situation.

6. For performances 3 and 4, trip dispatch information will be immediately available upon
request 1f not already present,

7. Timeslots, AFL, and flight responsibilities will be normal at the time of status presentation.
K. If scenarios require this task and CG1B to be evaluated, CO1B will be evaluated 1o

Level B,

5. If scenarios require this task and EOBA, EO8B, EORC or EOSE, cvaluate EOBA, EO8B,
FO8C and EURE to Level B.

10. Limit multiple secunty situations to the followmg performances.

PERFORMANCE STANDARD

1. Declare Security Situations 2E and 2C * 1.1, Within 5 minufes from {2 and duress

and brief focation to FSC or MSC. mdications at primary LCC and no contact
with team at affected LE.

2. Declare Security Situations 2E and 1C, * 2.1, Within 5 minutes from 17 and duress

SE or 5F and brief location to FSC or MSC. | indications at primary LCC and affected LF is
unmanned.

3. Declare Security Situations 2E and 3C * 3.1, Withm 10 minutes from IZ and duress

and brief location to FSC or MSC. mdications at primary LCC and two

misauthentications recetved from team at
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affected LE.

4, Declare Security Situations 2E and 5A *4.1. Within 10 minutes from 1Z and duress
and brief location to FSC or MSC, indications at primary LOCC and 17 fails to
reset within normal system reaction time after
good aythentication from team at affected LF,

Table A3.24, GO01B - PERFORM COMMUNICATIONS REALIGNMENT AND
EQUIPMENT FREQUENCY/CHANNEL CHANGE

CONSTRAINTS

i, Award JPR credit when the crew performs or direcis changes to communication
moniforing equipment or communication monioring matrix{(s). Do not award JPR credit for
updating or directing update to a communication outage chart.

2. If performing procedure in states of readiness that do not require launch reports per the
launch reporting guide, evaluate to Level B,

3, If presenting scenarios where VLF/LF database realignment or UHF MILSTAR satellite
change is required, evaluate to Level Bl

4. If performing this tagk to start up a communication system, evaluate to Level B

PERFORMANCE STANDARD
i. In coordination with other LCCs, 1.1 Within 10 minutes from mitial
determine, select, and retune to required nclications of loss of contact or LCC Pown

satellite/frequency/channel/parameters, as APQ entry, whichever occurs first,
required.
1.2, Within 5 minutes from notification of
communications degrade, outage or direction
in accordance with comnand directives, SCP
or controtling LCC.

G-116



AFGSCI 13-533061V1 16 MAY 2011 73

Attachment 4
LEVEL B TASK CONSTRAINTS FOR MINUTEMAN ITI1 WEAPON SYSTEM

A4.1. A02A - PERFORM MEED OPERATION.

A4.1.1. Evaluate to Level B when performing in conjunction with Level A or B fask.
A4.2. BO2C — PERFORM MIIDS OPERATION.

A4.2.1. Bvaluate to Level B when performing in conjunction with BOTA,
A4.3. BOSA -~ PERFORM TIMESLOT /AFI TAKEOVER/DELETION.

Ad4.3.1. Evaluate to Level B when performing in conjunction with Level A or B task,
Ad.4. BOSB - PERFORM COMM GRID UPDATE.

Ad.4 1. 1f performing SDU encryption mode, evalnate to Level B when performing in
conjunction with a Level A,

A4.5. BOSA - PERFORM CIRCUIT BREAKER/CIRCUIT PROTECTION DEVICE RESET.

A4.5.1. Evaluate to Level B for all UBs effecting command, control, communication, power,
and air.

A4.5.2. Presentation of circuit breakers tripping, other than i the LOC, will include
confirmation by on-site personnel if asked by crew.

A4.6. BOSN — OPERATE EMERGENCY SHUTOFF VALVES.
A4.6.1. FEvaluate to a Level B when performing m conjunction with a FOXX task.
A47. COIC - PERFORM WEAPON SYSTEM CHECKS AND TESTS.

A4.7.1. Award JPR credit for accomplishing any portion of weapon system checks and fests
portion of LF Activities.

A4.8. CO3A - PERFORM SCNT.

A4.8.1. Evaluate to Level B for Security Forces release in multiple alarm sifuations.
A4.9. DO1A - PERFORM CASE ENTRY LIBRARY.

A4.9.1, Evaluate to Level B for entry of minimum case,
A4,10. DOSA - PERFORM PLC-AL

A4.10.1. i procedure 1s being accomplished in accordance with command directives,
responses from LIs will be normal and consistent with sorfie status at the time the sortie
processes the PLC-A,

A4.11. E09A - RESPOND TO CODES VIOLATION.
A4.11.1. Present only m the primary flight arca.

A4.11.2. MCC will have a valid dispatch for CAT I Code Handling Teams traveling in
affected fhight area if tean s divectly involved with the situation,

Ad.11.3. Secure communications will be avaitable or briefed.
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A4.12, GOTN - FAIL EXTRACTION ON/QFF,

A4.12.1. Evaloate to Level B when processing in conjunction with a FOXX task.
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Attachment 3

LEVEL C TASK CONSTRAINTS FOR MINUTEMAN IIf WEAPON SYSTEM

A5, A0ID - COMPLY WITH T.0. 21M-LGM30F-12.

AS5.1.1. Evaluation of JPR must be in accordance with MAF Activiiies only.
AS5.2. BOSA - PERFORM TIMESLOT/AFI TAKEOVER/DELETION.

AS5.2.1. Bvaluate to Level C when deleting Timeslot or AFL
A5.3. BOSB - PERFORM COMM GRID UPDATE.

AS.3.1. If performing SDU encryption mode, evaluate to Level € when not 1o conjunction
with a FOXX task.

AS5.4. BO6C - PERFORM CREW LOG PROCEDURES,
AS54.1. Award JPR Credit for all crew log archives and crew log entries,
AS5.5. BOSA - PERFORM CIRCUTT BREAKER/CIRCUIT PROTECTION DEVICE RESET.

AS.5.1. Presentation of circuit breakers tripping, other than in the LCC, will include
confirmation by on-site personnel if asked by crew.

AS.6, BO9A - RESPOND TO MISCELLANEOUS LCC FAULTS.

AS.6.1. Award JPR eredit for any LOC fault that does not have a corresponding JPR.
A5.7. B0O9G - RESPOND TO ABNORMAL INDICATIONS.

AS37.1. Award JPR credit for any LOCC indication that does not have a corresponding JPR.
AS.8. BO9R - RESPOND TO AAP FAULTS.

AS8.1. For AAP faults, do not present any simultancous/unrelated fauits. Only related
power changeover indications/fanlts will be given on the AAP.

AS5.9. COSA RESPOND TO MISCELLANEOUS LF FAULTS.

AS5.9.1, Award JPR credit for any LF fault that does not have a corresponding JPR,

AS3.9.2. Award JPR credit for any GMR and/or MOSR not Iisted in the LF fault matrix.
AS5.10. CO5F - RESPOND TO GMR.

AS. 101, Award JPR credit when crew responds to GMR listed in the LF fanits matrix.
AS5.11. COSK - RESPOND TO MOSR.

AS.111. Award JPR credit when crew responds o MOSR 1isied (n the LF faults matnix.
AS.12. DOIC -~ PERFORM FDM PROCESSING PROCEDURE.

AS.12.1. Evaluate to Level C when accomplishing FDM totals.
AS.13. DOIE - PROCESS INVALID FDMS/WSCE,

AS5.13.1. Award JPR credit when crew processes invalid FDMs on the WSCE portion of the
REACT console,
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A5.14. GO3B - PERFORM SACDIN OPERATOR COMMAND COMPOSITION.

A5 141, Award JPR credit when crew performs a command bisted 1n the SACDIN Operator
Command Composition checklist,

AS.15, GO7D - PROCESS INVALID FDMS/HA.

AS.15.1. Award JPR credif when crew processes invalid FDMs on HAC/RMPS portion of
the REACT console.
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Attachment &
DEFICIENCY CODES

Table A6.1. Deficiency Codes.

CODE | TITLE EXPLANATION

Did not know or unabie to discern requirement. May
be indicated by failure to accomplish a required
task/subtask or accomplishing an incorrect
fask/subiask.

DCOI | Lack of Knowledge

Knew the requirement, but experienced difficulty
because of a skill, ability, or expertise deficiency.
May be indicated by failure to meet stated time
standards.

DCO2 | Lack of Proficiency

Did not associate the impact of various siatuses.

pC Lack of Association ) .
DCo3 ack ot Assoctatio Could not correlate information.

Inattention to detail, for example, skipped steps,
DCO4 | Lack of Discipline misread clock, or did not detect status. May be
indicated by poor checklist discipline.

Any identifiable deficiency not otherwise listed, If
DCOS | Other this code is used, a complete description of the cause
of the deficiency must be included in the remarks.

Accomplished task/subtask, but unnecessarily delayed

DCO6 | Faulty Prioritization a relatively more urgent task/subtask.

May be indicated when one crew member had
incompiete status or when the error was atiributed to
inadequate use of demand-response techniques.

Inadequate Crew
Coordination

DCY?7
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Attachment 7
AIRFORCE PROFICIENCY CODES

Figure A7.1. Alr Force Proficiency Codes.

PROFICIENCY CODE KEY
R DEFINITION
The individual:
1 Can do simple parts of the task. Needs to be told or shown
how to do most of the task. (EXTREMELY LIMITED)
TASK 5 Can do most parts of the task, Needs help only on hardest
PERF()‘RE\«‘IAN CE part. (PARTIALLY PROFICIENT)
LEVELS 3 Can do all parts of the task. Needs only a spot check of
completed work. (COMPETENT)
4 Can do the complete task quickly and accurately, Can tell
or show how to do the task. (HIGHLY PROFICIENT)
Can name parts, tools, and simple facts about the task.
A (NOMENCLATURE)
e Can determine step-by-step procedures for doing the task.
KNZ‘T}*;?;*E - b (PROCEDURES)
LEVEL S - c Can identify why and when the task must be done and why
’ each step is needed. {OPERATING PRINCIPLES)
d Can predict, 1solate, and resolve problems about the task.
(COMPLETE THEORY)
A Can 1dentify basic facts and terms about the subject.
' {(FACTS)
. . Can identify relationship of basic facts and state general
P Y * o 3 <
KNM 3&2‘%&55}3 B prineiples about the subject. (PRINCIPLES)
LEVELS : C Can analyze facts and principles and draw conclusions
about the subject. {ANALYSIS)
D Can gvaluate conditions and make proper decisions about
the subject. (EVALUATION)
EXPLANATIONS
¢ A task knowledge scale value may be used alone or with a task performance scale value
to define a level of knowledge for a specific task. (Examples: b and 1b)
A subject knowledge scale value is used alone to define a level of knowledge for a
subject not directly related to any specific task, or for a subject commoen {0 several tasks,

NOTE: Chart consistent with AFMAN 36-2236,
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Attachment 8§
INITIAL SKILLS TRAINING FEEDBACK

MEMORANDUM FOR 20 AF/ICE
FROM: XX MW/OSOT

Address
Address

SUBIECT: KIBM Operations Initial Skills Training Class XX-XX Feedback
t. Initial Codes Training.

Comments to be supplied by OSB instructor for new students. State any specific subject areas
students did not understand, including problem scenarios. Siate the IPR, if applicable. Make
any pertinent general comments, Do not merely state diagnostic test scores of pass rates.

Examples of desired comments:
EG9A {Respond to Possible Code Compromise): All students were unfamiliar with how to report
Possible Code Compromises. All students were unfamniliar with the organization of the Vol 16.

2. Mission Ready EWO Training.

Comments to be supplied by EWO mstructor for aew students. State any specific subject arcas
students did not understand, including problem scenarios. State the JPR, if applicable. Make
any pertingnt general comments. Keep unclassified or use a classified transmission, Do not
merely state diagnostic test scores or pass rates.

Examples of desired comments:

Students were unfamiliar with non-IAD techniques.
No conceptual problems were noted.

3. MPT Performance/Weapon System Knowledge,

Comments to be supplied by MQT manager or primary MPT instructor for new students. State
any specific subject areas students did not understand, including problem scenarios, State the
JPR, if applicable. Do not merely report errors made by the new crew member and their
commander because this does not necessarily indicate a probiem with Initial Skills Training [e.g.,
the MCCC may have led the DMCCC into the error.} Make any pertinent general comments.

Example of desired comments;

CO3A (Perform SCNT}). Four students did not understand expected test results for manned site
vs. penetrated site.
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4. Direct any questions to (POC) at DSN ##7-###.

JEFF FINCH, Capt, USAF
Duty Tiile
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Air Force Global Strike Command

Published April 08, 2010

PRINT | E-MAIL

Air Force Global Strike Command, activated Aug. 7, 2009, is a major command with its headquarters
at Barksdale Air Force Base, La., in the Shreveport - Bossier City community. AFGSC is responsible
for the nation's three intercontinental ballistic missile wings, the two B-52 wings and the only B-2
wing.

Mission
Develop and provide combat-ready forces for nuclear deterrence and global strike operations-- safe,
secure, effective -- to support the President of the United States and Combatant Commanders.

Vision
American Airmen with special trust and responsibility for the most powerful weapons in our nation’s
arsenal ... an elite, highly disciplined team ... a model command.

What We Value

- Individual responsibility for mission success

- Critical self-assessment of our performance

- Uncompromising adherence to all directives

- Superior technical and weapons system expertise
- Persistent innovation at all levels

- Pride in our nuclear heritage and mission

- Respect for the worth and dignity of every Airman
- Safety in all things large ... and small

Organizations

Approximately 25,000 professionals are assigned to six wings, two geographically-separated
squadrons and one detachment in the continental United States and deployed to locations around the
globe. Major units and bases include: 20th Air Force at F.E. Warren AFB, Wyo., the three ICBM
wings under 20th Air Force -- the 90th Missile Wing at F.E. Warren AFB, Wyo.; the 341st Missile
Wing at Malmstrom AFB, Mont,; the 91st Missile at Minot AFB, N.D. and the 625 STOS, which
report to 20 AF.; 8th Air Force at Barksdale AFB, La. and the three bomber wings under 8th Air
Force -- the 509th Bomb Wing at Whiteman AFB, Mo.; the 2d Bomb Wing at Barksdale AFB, La.;
and the 5th Bomb Wing at Minot AFB, N.D. In addition, two squadrons, the 576th Flight Test
Squadron at Vandenberg AFB, Calif., and the 625th Strategic Operations Squadron at Offuit AFB,
Neb., fall under the command, as well an Air Operations Group at Otis Air National Guard Base in
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Mass., and a detachment at Langley Air Force Base, Va.

Eighth Air Force 1s headquartered at Barksdale Air Force Base, in the Bossier City - Shreveport, La.,
metro area. The numbered air force is designated as U.S. Strategic Command's Task Force 204,
providing on-alert, combat-ready forces to the President. The mission of "The Mighty Eighth" is to
safeguard America’s interests through strategic deterrence and global combat power. Eighth Air Force
controls long-range nuclear-capable bomber assets throughout the United States and overseas
locations. Its flexible, conventional and nuclear deterrence mission provides the capability to deploy
forces and engage enemy threats from home station or forward positioned, anywhere, any time. The
8th Air Force motto is "Deterrence through strength, global strike on demand.”

Twentieth Air Force, headquartered at F.E. Warren AFB, Wyo., also supports United States Strategic
Command. A numbered air force for AFGSC, 20th Air Force 1s responsible for maintaining and
operating the Air Force's ICBM force. Designated as USSTRATCOM's Task Force 214, 20th Air
Force provides on-alert, combat-ready [CBMs to the President.

{CBM Capabilities

America's alert ICBMs are ready to launch on any given day, and America’s ICBM team playsa
critical role in maintaining global stability and ensuring the Nation's safety and security. 450
Minuteman I1I missiles provide a critical component of America's on-alert strategic forces. As the
Nation's "silent sentinels,” ICBMs, and the people who operate them, have remained on continuous,
around-the-clock alert since 19359.

AFGSC is the Air Force's lead command for and largest operator of UH-1N Iroquois helicopters. The
UH-1N supports ICBM operations in missile fields controlled by F.E. Warren AFB, Malmstrom AFB
and Minot AFB.

Bomber Capabilities

The B-2 Spirit is a long-range nuclear and conventional stealthy bomber. The bomber can fly at high
subsonic speeds at altitudes that can reach 50,000 feet. Its unrefieled range is at least 6,000 nautical
miles. The B-2 brings massive firepower, in a short time, anywhere on the globe through the most
challenging defenses.

The B-52 Stratofortress is a long-range, nuclear and conventional heavy bomber that can perform a
variety of missions. The bomber can fly at high subsonic speeds at altitudes reaching 50,000 feet. It
has an unrefueled combat range in excess of 8,800 miles. It can carry precision-guided ordnance with
worldwide precision navigation.

History

Jan. 12, 2009 - Air Force officials officially established Air Force Global Strike Command
(Provisional) at Bolling Air Force Base, Washington, D.C. with supporting detachments at Air
Combat Command and Air Force Space Command, and commanded by Brig. Gen. James M.
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Kowalski. The provisional command was responsible for implementing the Secretary of the Air
Force's Program Action Directive and Programming Plan.

Aug. 7, 2009 - Air Force Global Strike Command stood up and was tasked to oversee all of the U.S.
Air Force's long-range nuclear-capable bomber and intercontinental ballistic missile forces in a
ceremony at Barksdale Air Force Base, La. The ceremony was officiated by the Chief of Staff of the
Air Force, Gen. Norton A. Schwarlz, and atiended by both Louisiana U.S. Secnators, the govemnor of
Louisiana and about 1,000 Airmen and guests.

Dec. 1, 2009 - The command assumed the U.S. Air Force's Minuteman 111 intercontinental ballistic
missile mission with the assumption of 20th Air Force and the 576th Flight Test Squadron. These
units were previously part of Air Force Space Command.

Feb. 1, 2010 - The command assumed the U.S. Air Force's strategic long-range nuclear-capable B-2
Spirit and B-52 Stratofortress bomber missions with the assumption of the 8th Air Force mission.
These units were previously part of Air Combat Command.

Command Emblem

The globe reflects the command's global capabilities and the golden wings represent the dominance in
the air and reflect our lineage to the Army Air Corps. The blue field alludes to the sky, the primary
domain of the Air Force. The star represents clarity of purpose to maintain readiness and deter
adversaries. The red disc symbolizes past and present Airmen who have made individual sacrifices to
achieve mission goals. The lightning flashes, symbolic of speed and power, represent our war-fighting
mission should deterrence fail, and remind us of our lineage to Strategic Air Command.
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FHOTO DETALLS § DOWNLOAD HI-RES

Air Foree Global Stoike Command tuct sheet bannes. (U8, Air Farce graphic by Andy Yacenda, Defense Media Activily-San Antonio)

PHUOTO DETAILY ¢ DOWNLOAD HI-RES
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Air Foree Glabal Strike Conmand Image provided by the Institute of Heraldry. In accardance with Chapter 3 of AF] 84-105, commercial reproduction of this emblen
is NOT permitted without the permission of the proponent organicationalfunil commander. The image is 7x7 inches & 300 dm.

PHOTO DETAILS / DOAWNLOADR H1-RES

Air Force Global Strike Commuand web bannee. (118, Air Farce graphic by Andy Yacenda, Definse Media Aclivity-San Antonio)
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11L&, &ir Foree Fact Sheet
341ST OPERATIONS QRO

The 3418t Operations Group, activaled 1
Sept, 11981, s rade Jp of morg than 500
aparators, administraters helicopter aligrews,
chafs, facillly managers and suppard
personnel. Together, they ensure the
readiness of 15 mussile plert fociies snd 180
Mindeman H intoroontinenial balistio missiies
spread across a 13,800-square mile missie
sorpiex; the largest such complex in e
westsr hamisphere, The group is ompossd
of free missile squadrans, an pperations
suppot sousdron, 3 ielioopler squadron, and
& standardization and svaluation division
Maintaining proficiency Ry the oritios! and
sansitive mission s of the ubmost imporfance
The ICBY combal craws spangd more than 20
hours in aining with more than 200 hours in
the feld sach monih,

Each of the operalions group's theae missie
soundrons is responsible for fve Missile Alert
Facities andg 50 Minuteman HHICBMSs. The
104, 128 ang 4000 Missile Sgusdions are
oy fighbing unils. Each squsdron has fve
massile combat craws on slert duty, 24 hours 3 day, svery day, with the support of faciity
managers and chels, and securily forces from the 341st Becunity Forses Group.

3415t Operations Group shield

16th MissHe Sguadron

The 10th Missils Sguadron was originally cunstifited as the 10k Bombardment Squadron Deg
22, 1838, and aclivaled at Langley Fleld Vo Feb 1 1840 Wy assigned 1o Bornguen Field,
Puarks Riog, Edinburgh Fleld, Trinidad, Linoosin Anny Alr Fieid, Meb Wesiover Flald Mass
and Abdene (Dyvess] AFB, Texas, belfore being deactivated Jung 28, 1861,

On Aug. 2, 1981, the Alr Force reactivated the squadron a8 the 10ih Biralegic Missiie Squadron
ang assigned o Malvstrom AFB, Mant, By late Qo 1882, the isunch facilifies comprising
Alpha Fight were brought io alert glatus daring the helght of the Cuban Missile Crisig. A
staterrant fom President Konnedy relerrad I Alphs Flight as "America’s First Acs in the Mol ™
ghang e sduadion s moltlo and Iradition.

{2th Missile Sqguadron :

Originally constituled the 12th Bombardment Squadron Deo. 22, 1838 the 12t Missile
Squadron also activatad Feb 1, 1940 at Langlsy Fiald, Ve, i served ip St Croix Alamogordo,
KL Hartford, Conn,, and Dvess AFB, Texas, before #was deactivated in June 1881,

O March 1, 1982, he 123th ansiioned to s current mie as part of Americs's defarent forge
when it became the 12th Strategic Misglie Squadron. § quickly schievad the distincion of baing
the first Minutaman missile squadron to become 100 percent combal ready. Whils operating the
Minutaman D weapon systern, the orews of the 128 were nicknamed "Hed Dawgs”

G123
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The squadron flag proudly displays the anti-submarine campaign streamer and five Qutstanding
Unit Awards. Today, the 12th Missile Squadren continues its deterrent role into the 21st century
as one of the world's strategic war-fighting units.

490th Missile Squadron

The 420th Missile Squadron was activated as the 490th Bombardment Squadron {medium)
Sept. 15, 1942, as part of the 341st Bombardment Group {medium), flying the B-25 Mitche!l
bomber in the China-Burma-India Theater of Operations.

The squadron's emblem of “Skull and Wings" adorned the fuselages of the 490th MS B-25s.
After the war, the 490th MS was reactivated at Dyess AFB, Texas, in 1955. In 1982, the
squadron was redesignated as the 480th Strategic Missile Squadron, assigned to the 341st
Strategic Missile Wing at Malmstrom AFB, Mont It is the only squadron that has been
continually assigned tc the 34 1st since activation.

The 490th Missile Squadron missile alert facilities are deployed at the farthest sites in Twentieth
Air Force; squadron personnel are known as the "Farsiders" and take tremendous pride in being
the furthest from the support base.

341st Operations Support Squadron

The 341st Operations Support Squadron maximizes the operations group's combat readiness
by training missile crews, missile alert facility managers and chefs. The 341st OSS provides
emergency war order materials and missite launch codes for 15 MAFs and 150 ICBMs,
manages ICBM crew schedules and maintains training documentation for more than 300
missileers. The squadron oversees wing battle staff training and operations and furnishes
mission-critical intelligence support for the wing and its tenant units. Additicnally, the 341st OSS
provides weather services and information to the wing and DoD and civilian agencies
throughout Montana.

40th Helicopter Squadron

The 40th Helicopter Squadron, assigned to Malmstrom AFB, Mont., began as Detachment 5 of
the 37th Air Rescue and Recovery Squadron and was one of seven detachments in the 37th
ARRS under Military Airlift Command. The 37th ARRS was activated during the Korean War
when helicopters were first used for medical evacuation. After the Vietnam War, 37th ARRS
was deactivated, only to be reactivated in December 1973,

The 37th ARRS has been in service since March 21, 1968 and has carried cut numerous
search and rescue operations in combat areas throughout Southeast Asia, participated in the
evacuations of Phnom Penh, Cambedia, Saigon, Vietnam and also provided service during the
assault on Koh Tang Island during the Mayaguez incident.

Malmstrom AFB has had helicopters assigned since December 1964 under the Strategic Air
Command structure and the 40th Rescue Flight was activated on May 1, 1983. |n April 1998,
the unit was redesignated as the 40th Helicopter Flight, and in October, 2005, the unit was
redesignated the 40th Helicopter Squadron.

The 40th Helicopter Squadron ensures strategic security by providing flexible, rapid-response
helicopter airlift suppart to the 341st Missile Wing. The 40th also performs aerial surveillance of
Department of Defense strategic weapon convoys and short notice emergency security forces
responses, supports emergency war order taskings, and priority personne!l and logistical
transportation. The 40th Helicopter Squadron has a proud rescue history and currently conducts
search and rescue missions in support of the Joint Chiefs of Staff National Search and Rescue
plan.

The 40 HS currently employs the UH-1N "lroquois" helicopter, commenly known as the "Huey,”
a name that stems from its original designation of utility. The aircraft can carry up to 13
passengers at a maximum gross weight of 10,500 Ibs. It has a range of 300 miles and can
tfravel at a maximum airspeed of 130 knots (approximately 145 miles per hour). To date the unit
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has saved more than 395 lives and since 1973 has accumulated over 135 000 accident-free
flying hours. The men and women of the 40th Helicopter Squadron are proud of their military
heritage and continue to strive for excellence and better service for the 341st Missile Wing.
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Nt FACT SHEET
-

U.S. Air Force Fact Sheet
341ST MISSILE WING

The 341st Missile Wing, headquartered at
Malmstrom Air Force Base, Mont., is one of
three U.S. Air Force Bases that maintains
and operates the Minuteman Il
intercontinental ballistic missile. The 341st
Missile Wing reports directly to 20th Air
Force, F.E. Warren Air Force Base, Wyo.,
and is part of Air Force Global Strike
Command, headquartered at Barksdale Air
Force Base, La.

Mission

The mission of the 341st Missile Wing is to
defend America with safe, secure, effective
nuclear ferces and combat-ready Airmen.

People

Approximately 4,000 people, including more
than 3,300 active-duty and more than 700
civilians, comprise the 341st Missile Wing.
Malmstrom Air Force Base is also hostto a

tenant unit, the 819th REC HORSE Squadron, :
which accounts for nearly 500 perscnnel. Effective July 1, 2008, the 341st was

redesignated a missile wing.

Organizations

The 341st Missile Wing is made up of a wing staff and five groups - the 341st Operations
Group, 341st Maintenance Group, 341st Mission Support Group, 341st Security Forces Group
and 341st Medical Group.

The 341st Operations Group consists of more than 500 operators, administrators, chefs and
facility managers and is composed of three missile squadrons, an operations suppart squadron,
one helicopter squadron and a standardization and evaluation element. Each of the operations
group's three missile squadrons are responsible for five Missile Alert Facilities and 50
Minuteman Il ICBMs. The units of the 341st Operations Group include the 10th Missile
Squadron, 12th Missile Squadron, 490th Missile Squadron, 341st Operations Support Squadron
and the 40th Helicopter Squadron.

The 341st Maintenance Group provides the maximum number of fully modernized, combat
capable Minuteman Il missiles and the command and contral required to execute launch per
higher command autherity. The Air Force has made significant commitments to extend the
service life of the ICBM force with nearly $6.2 billion committed to life-extension programs.
Those commitments have worked their way down to the 34 1st Maintenance Group's level,
resulting in tangible improvements to the combat capability of Malmstrom's Minuteman Ills. The
units of the 341st Maintenance Group include the 34 1st Missile Maintenance Squadron, the
341st Maintenance Cperations Squadron and the 341st Munitions Squadron.

The 341st Mission Support Group provides world-class support to enable the deterrent mission
of the 341st Missile Wing, while preparing and deploying expeditionary combat support forces in
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support of the combatant commanders. The support group provides the war-fighting and peace-
time support to the 341st Missile Wing. This includes supporting 43 units and tenants, resource
protection, engineering and construction, disaster preparedness, personnel administration,
communication services, recreation facilities, dining and lodging services and worldwide
contingency mobility forces. The units of the 341st Mission Support Group include the 341st
Civil Engineer Squadron, 341st Communications Squadron, 341st Logistics Readiness
Squadron, 341st Contracting Squadron and the 341st Force Support Squadron.

The 341st Security Forces Group, the largest security forces group in the Air Force, ensures the
most stringent security forces' support to the largest intercontinental ballistic missile complex in
the world through effective management of all war-fighting and peacetime security taskings
assigned to the 341st Missile Wing. The units of the 341st Security Ferces Group include the
341st Security Forces Squadron, the 341st Missile Security Forces Squadron, the 741st Missile
Security Forces Squadron and the 341st Security Support Squadron. The 341st Security Forces
Group alse has a Tactical Response Force unit.

The 341st Medical Group is responsible for all medical and dental care for nearly 15,000
beneficiaries throughout nerth-central Montana. The group's mission is fo maximize 341st
Missile Wing perscenne! health, fitness and readiness through comprehensive managed health
care systems emphasizing health promotion and preventive medicine. The units of the 341st
Medical Group include the 341st Medical Operations Squadron and the 341st Medical Support
Squadron.

Resources

The 341st Missile Wing operates 150 Minuteman 1l missiles which provide the critical
component of America's on-alert strategic forces. The 341st MW also cperates 8 UH-1N "Huey"
helicopters throughout a 13,800 square-mile missile complex. The helicopters are used as a
force-multiplier in day-to-day security of the missile complex.

Maimstrom Air Force Base is also host to the 819th RED HORSE squadron. The Malmstrom
squadron is the first "associate” RED HORSE squadron in the Air Force, approximately two-
thirds active-duty and one-third Air National Guard (the Montana Air National Guard 219th RED
HORSE Squadron). The 819th RED HORSE squadron was reactivated Aug. 8, 1997, at
Malmstrom AFB, Mont.

History

The 341st Missile Wing's history dates back to Sept. 15, 1942, when it was activated as the
341st Bombardment Group. Following a period of redesignation and inactivation, the unit
activated as the 341st Strategic Missile Wing at Malmstrem AFB, Mont., under Strategic Air
Command.

The wing's first flight of Minuteman | missiles, assigned to the 10th Sirategic Missile Squadron,
became alert-ready Oct. 26, 1962, during the Cuban Missile Crisis. Two more strategic missile
squadrons - the 12th and the 490th - became operaticnal by July 1963, bringing the wing up to
a full strength of 15 flights consisting of 150 missiles.

In August 1964, the Air Force anncunced the wing would replace its Minuteman | missiles with
Minuteman lIs. This replacement program included the creation of a fourth strategic missile
squadren at Malmstrom, the 584th. Construction on the 564th SMS began in March 1965, The
fourth squadron gave the 341st a total strength of 20C missiles spread throughout a 23,500-
square mile complex, making it the largest missile complex in the world. It covers nine Montana
counties {Cascade, Choteau, Fergus, Judith Basin, Lewis and Clark, Pondera, Teton, Toole and
Wheatland). The upgrade of the wing's Minuteman Is began in August 1967 and ended in May
1969.

In January 1975, the 564th began replacing its 50 Minuteman lls with the newer Minutermnan IlI
missiles, which were declared operational in April 1975. For years, Malmstrom had the unique
distinction of being the only base to operate Minuteman Il and [ll systems simultaneocusly.

Page 2 of 3
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On July 31, 1991 George H.W. Bush and Boris Yeltsin signed the Strategic Arms Reduction
Treaty, concluding almost ten years of strategic disarmament talks between the United States
and the Soviet Unicn. President Bush announced a force drawdown in September 1991, and for
the first time since 1962, all of the 341st's 150 Minuteman [l missiles stood down. Only the
584th Missile Squadron and its 50 Minuteman [l missiles remained on alert.

The wing began reducing the number of Minuteman [Is following the drawdown announcement,
replacing the systems with the newer Minuteman II1. The program was put on hold during the
1995 Base Realignment and Closure Commission, and Maimstrom had anly 80 missiles on
alert. The BRAC called for the closure of the missile field at Grand Forks Air Force Base, N.D.
and the transfer of Minuteman llls from Grand Forks to Malmstrom. The 341st's last Minuteman
Il missile was removed in August 1986, and since then the wing has operated only the
Minuteman ill.

With the conclusion of the Cold War came the eventual transfer of all missile wings, including
the 341st, from Strategic Air Command tc Air Force Space Command in 1993 and the
redesignation of the wing to the 341st Space Wing on Oct. 1, 1997.

On July 1, 2008, the wing returned to its previous designation as the 341st Missile Wing and in
August officially inactivated the 564th MS bringing the number of missile squadrons down to
three.

The 341st Missile Wing currently operates, maintains and secures 150 missiles, providing
strategic deterrence for the nation as the wing has continuously done since 1962 - remaining
America's "Ace in the Hole."

On Dec. 1, 2009, the 341st Missile Wing, along with all the other missile wings, were transferred
from Air Force Space Command to Air Force Global Strike Command.

Last updated Aug. 8, 2013

Point of Contact
341st Missile Wing, Public Affairs Office: 21 77th St N, Bidg. 500, Rm. 151D; Malmstrom AFB,
MT 59402-7538; DSN 632-4050, or (406) 731-4050.
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&wj Course Chain of Command (Con’t) a‘“

» 532 TRS Chain of Command {Top-Down)
» Sguadron Commander
- Squadron Director of Operations
+ Flight Commander
+ Instruclor Supervisor
- Classroom or MPT fnstructor
+ (lass Leader

\«»J Course Chain of Command (Con't) u‘,'

Lt Col [P0

(b)(6)
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v Course Chain of Command (Con’t} e,f;[
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»  Appointmen
= First level of clgssroom supenyision
+ Usually senier ranking student
«  Responsbiites
+ Ensure policy complance (read orentation!)
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\v,/ School Contact Information

Carry a class recall roster
Cail irmmediately if you are running late for any reason

Commander Support Staff number
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\q./ Duty Information

+ 100 Training Days/20 Weeks
* 8-hr training day (400 contact minutes)
+ M-F, except holidays

« Academic Classes 0730-1630

« MPT simulator hours vary by schedule

N# Initial Skills Training (IST) Overview ﬂ_“

Geal: Become the best of America’s frontline nuclear
professionals
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» Take good notes
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+ 90% achievement standard
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« B0-minute lecture/10min break
* Reslroom locations
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+ Writter PCs
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= Time limits
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= MPT PCs
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\w" Measurements and Tests (Con't) 5“

+ Block Tests
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+ Used to determine Distinguished Graduate
+ Do not take PCs lightly: training can be extended!
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\J Academic Integrity {Con't) e _

+ Studying
= Encouraged o study with atner studems
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+ Cheating
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assislance on academic assignments, examinations, or
research efforts
» Examples include, but are not limited to. plagiarism.
misrepresentation. gaining unauthorized access to facwity
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answers from another's work; using unauthorized texs, notes,
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\# Special Individualized Assistance (SIA u_‘,,

« Mandatory if you fail biock test or numerous PCs
« Not punitive
« Help you improve
= May be placed an study plan
+ May voluntarily enroll for help anytime
+ Instructor may bring in on weekend if you are struggling
= Do your harmework
+ Ask questions in class
+ Seek SlA if needed
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\/ Awards u;?

+ Distinguished Graduate Award
+ Academic Average
- Leadership and Professionalism
= Academic Achievemnent Award
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\Y4 Course Elimination | u,g,;_

« Fail to progress satisfactorily

+ Training Review Board (TRB)
+ Re-tes! or washback to rext open seat
+ Reclassify or eliminate from AF
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\v“ Training Evaluation Program {TEP) : 3

+ Training continuously evaluated for improvements
« Emphasis is on your performance after graduating
+ Information will be solicited from your supervisor
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\wj Graduation Ceremony (1]

+ Family members encouraged to attend

+ VIPs (Q-5 or above, E-8) welcame to attend

» Please coordinate with instructor 2 weeks prior
+ Willbe in Service Dress

v/ ol

STUDENT FEEDBACK PROGRAM
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\,..,/ Student Critique Program

+ Used for course and outside agency feedback
+ Make comment or suggestion now
= Do not wait until the end of the course
+ |f a problem, try to pose solution
» AETC Form 736, Student Feedback
» Location
« May be anonymous
+ Turn in to instructor
« Do NOT use to
comment on test
rnaterial ar classified

[——————— Ficr, T, atel Ect s i m Dl Ao for A I
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Spirit & Intent
Briefing

OPR: 341 3WIPEP
Upduted: & January 2014

This briefing is

UNCLASSIFIE!

Overview
g R R g g

» Reterences
+ Significance of Personnel Reliability Program (PRP)
+ PRP standards and removai
» Individual responsibility
« Self-reporting
+ Peer review factors
« Qrange sheet requirement for off-base medical care
+ Over-the-counter medications
» Potentiaily Disqualitying Information {PDI) discussion

(3-138



References
Jooagei b pog

« DOD 5210.42-R, AFMAN 10-3902, IC 2 03 Nov 2010, AFGSC
Supplement 5 Dec 2012

+ 341 MW Guidance Memorandums

» PRP Personnel Service Delivery Guides (PSDM's)

Personal Reliability Program
fooogoo b g b of gl

*  What - To ensure anly those personnel who meet the highest
standards of relizbilily perform nuclear-related duties

+ Why - To prevent an act that could ultimately lead to an
unauthorized launch of an ICBM or aircralt armed with a nuclear
weapon or unauthorized detonation of a nuclear weapon

= YWhe — YOU are a critical player in PRP
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Individual PRP Standards

Job Performance Troits

PRP is a continuous process to ensure reliability
Standards apply on- and off-duty

Individual Responsibilities
oo doo b ko ok g o4

You have an obligation {o report to vour O of any factor or condition
{on or off-daty) that could impair you or a peer’s performance

G-140



Individual Responsibilities
EEE T eae

« Monitor your own reliability and the reliability of others
performing PRP duties

= This is a 24/7 responsibility

+ Advise supervisors or CO of any factor that couid have an
adverse impact on your performance, reliability, or safety
while performing PRP duties

» inform support agencies of your PRP status hefore
treatment or consuitation

Removal from PRP

» Individuals will be removed from PRP duties any time their
reliabiiity is in question or because of circumstances, is
not authorized to perform PRP duties.

« Hemoval from PRP is non-punitive
» Three means of removal

« Suspension

« Temporary decertification

« Permanent decertification

The ONLY person who can remove or return vou to PRP duties
from suspension/iemporary decertification is the CO!

if you have any guestion shout vour PRP siatus..,
Contact vour DOQU
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Suspension

« Used to remove individuals from PRP duties when reliability
is not in question, but because of circumstance, is not
authorized to perform PRP duties.

+ Suspension Reasons:
« Off-base medical appoiniments
« Medications
+ Personal issues
« O discretion
+ Other
« Initially 30 days, up o 120 days in 30 day incremenis

= Not used if facts dictated temporary or permanent
decertification

+ No automatic reinstatements

Temporary Decertification

Shall occur if member is suspended and reaches 120 day
peint & cannot be returned to duty and permanent
decertification is not appropriate

Mandatory Temporary decerlification reasons:
[agnosed as alcoho! abuse / dependent

Establishment of Security Information File

Withdrawn access 1o classitied information

Suspended security clearance

Suspecied attempt and/or threat of suicide

Initially 270 days, up to 365 days in 30 day increments

{three 30 day extension and one 5 day extension ¥ necessary)
Not used if facts dictate permanent decertification
Notification via formal memorandum

-

*
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Permanent Decertification
PEREIERREE

« Shall Occur if member is temporary deceriitied & reaches the
365 days point and cannot be returned to duty or no longer
meetls reliability standards

« Mandatory Permanent decertification reasons:

= Diagnosed as drug abuse or drug dependent

+ Alcohol dependent/abuse and fails aftercare

= Inveluntary dischargs

+ Security clearance revoked

= [Invelved drug rafficking, cultivating, manufacture or sale of controled or
illegal drug

+ Use of drugs that could cause Hashbacks

« Miitasily separates/idischarged or terminated, reassigned for contractor
personnel befora temporary decertification is resolved

« Notified via AF Fm 286A

Return to Duty

The ONLY persorn who can remuove or veturn you to PRP
duties from suspension/temporary decertification is the COJ

You are down until the CO tells vou “You are up”

i vou have any guestion abouf your PRP stalus...
Contact your GOl




rtable Situations
_____

» Stressful situations

+ Marital/Relationship problems

» Financial problems

« Death/lliness of family member/triend/pet
+ Posilive stressors

+ Wedding

« New baby
Substance abuse

« Alcohol - requires ADAPT treatment

« Drugs

Reportable Situations

» Visits to: Chaplain, SARC and AF OneSource

« Although confidentiality exists with these offices-if the
issue aftects your ability to perform your PRP duties it
is your responsibility to notify your CO

» Hypnotism

+ Legal issues

+ Alcohol-related incidents

» Any other questionable situation or occurrence
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Reportable Situations
Foosgeapeake o b

s

« Medical or Dental treatment

+ Prior 1o off-base medical/dental care, obtain medical
reiease form “Orange Sheet” from unit POC {i.e. CO/PRP
monitor)

» In case of emergency (o inciude after duty hours & care
outside the local area)

« Contact your unit POC as soon as the emergency is
under control

» Return orange sheet to the 341 MDG PRP office wiihin 24
hours of the medical /dental treatment during Return to
Buty (RTD) hours {or next duty day if a holiday or weekend)

Off-base Medical Appointments
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iption Medication

You are responsible for taking prescription medication
1AW the CMA’s direction for the underlying condition
which it was prescribed for and specified duration

(Le. take 1 pill 3x a day for 10 days)

Any deviation from the prescription instructions must be
discussed with the CMA

Prescriptions from non-military providers to PRP
individuals must be reviewed by a CMA

Prescriptions are only authorized for the prescribed
individual and non transferable (i.e. cannot take your
wife/friends Rx if experiencing the same symptoms)

Prescription Medication
REmmmmETang

Any “leftover” medication must be disposed of and not
taken again in the future for similar symptoms without
consulting a CMA first

Medication can be properly disposed of at the following
location:

Montana Highway Patrol (Outside Drop Box)

812 14th Street North (behind Dante's Restaurant}
Great Falls, MT 58401

Phgne: 406-453-1121




OTC Medications and Supplements

) .. *.32?.\:%’ -

» Use of OTC medications and supplementis are permitted

+ The use of herbal medications and any supplements
should be discussed w/CMA prior to use to determine
intended use or underlying condition

» You MUST consult with the CMA whenever:

« You are within 12 hours of reporting to PRP duties and
you are using the product for the firgt time

+ You have any question about a product’'s use or potential
side effects
» You have ever experienced adverse reactions from a drug

OTC Medications and Supplements

+ You are responsible for taking OTC medications and
suppiements AW the manufacturers’ directions for
intended use

« If the package states it may cause drowsiness, do not
take it

» You are periorming PRP duties
+ You are within 12 hours of performing PRP duties




CO Comments

PDI Discussion
Fooo kg gigo b L
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The Honor Code

Affective Lesson Objective:
Value the OTS Honor Code.

tive Samples of Behavior:
dhere to the OTS Honor Code.

xplain the major elements of the Honor Code.

ribe the procedures for handling a suspected Honor Code vio

onor Code violations.

The Honor Code
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“We will not lie, steal or cheal, nor olerate among us anyone who does.”

tuddents first acquire awareness of the foundational concepis of the honor system, and
thereafter continually expand thelr awareness and internalization of the principles
of honor and character throughout their training. Our honor code g constructed
o develop the highest standards of personal infegrity and strength of character in owr
officers and 1o serve as a moral basis throughout his or her caresr. "We will not He, steal
or cheatl, nor folerate among us anyone who does.” Through this code we want our
officers to develop a strong sense of honor, But more than just adhering to the standard
of the code, we expect our officers 1o live by the spirit of the code, 1o do thelr duty with
honor, and 1o live honorably.

Honor is a fine sense of ethics, justice, and rightness with a willingness to apply it 1o one’s
own conduct, His infegrity. General John D, Ryan, former USAF Chief of Staff, once said,
“Integrity is the most importart responsibility of command. Commanders are dependent
on the integrity of those reporting 1o them in every decision they make. Integrity can
be ordered, but it can only be achieved by encouragement and example.” The ullimate
purpose of the code is o encourage officers 1o live honorably s0 as they continue theiw
career as an officer they'll possess high standards of individual honor and integrity. The
Honor Code as it stands today is designed as a minimum standard of conduct to be
applied at all imes.

The concept of integrily is stressed so strongly thal, for an gificer, i carries the additional
weight of emphasis by implication in Artigle 133, Uniform Code of Military Justice, which
reads in parl: “There are ceriain moral atlribules commeon (o the ideal officer and the
perfect lady or gentleman, a lack of which is ingicated by acts of gishonesty and unfair
dealing, of indecency or indecorum, or of lawlessness, injustice, or cruelty. Not sveryone
is or can be expecied 1o meet ideal moral standards, but there is a limit or ioleration below
which the individual standards of an officer, cadel, or midshipman cannot fall without
seriously compromising his/her standing as an officer, cadet, or midshipman, or his/her
character as a lady or gentieman.” An officer is prepared {0 uphold the spirit of this code
of honor for as long as they serve in a commissioned slatus in the United States military,
and they start by adhering 1o the Honor Code.

Aristotis, the noted philosopher and teacher {0 Alexander the Greal, developed a theory
of philasophy in terms of excellent character trails or virtues. He belisved that one could
become an excslient parson only by parforming axcellent actions uniil doing so becomes
habitual. This has been the foundation of most military precommissioning sources,
including OTS, AFROTC, and the Alr Force Academy. Even before Greek and Roman
Empires, there was avich oral tradiion and wrilten history describing deeds of service with
nobie intent of haroes long past including Gideon, King David, Moses, Gresk Mythology
figures, and many others. That tradition was rich and insoiring 1o military personnel {o
act with high principle, live honorably, and do their duly. This continued through codes
of chivalry in medieval imes 0o many examples of honor with cur own traditions here
in America. According 1o General Douglas MacArthur, the code of the warrior, with s
smphasis on sacrifice, “will stand the test of any ethics or philosophies the world has ever

1-4

G-132



known [because] it emphasizes the things that are right and condemns the things that are
wrong.” James Toner, in True Faith and Allegiance, adds, "Codes are encapsulations of
wisdom and virtue.. .they exhaort us 1o act as we should, and al their best, stimulate us o
investigale and discover more about the concepts they seek o promote.”

Honor codes, concepts, and a variely of educational tools have been at the heart of
he service commissioning sources since thelr inception. They have historically besn the
comersionas to make character central o the developmaent of lomorrow's milllary lsaders.
Codes or concepts define a minimum standard of sthical conduct. A code is not an snd
in ftself, but rather a means (o help develop strong and honorable character. The codes
should not be feared, but used as tools 1o help develop one’s character.

There are a variely of codes. A creedal code is a slatement of fundamental beliefs of a
particular profession. There are fighting codes thal govem soldiers’ behavior in combat
and toward the enemy. There are prisoners’ codes, like our Code of Conduct, that explain
groper conduct during captivity. And there are internal codes (like our Honor Code) that
govern the relationships among personnel within the organization in order o develop
frust and cohesion among its members (Toner, 1885}, 1 also provides an environment
that will foster character development.

The military codes set the American military apart from most other instifutions, because of
their high standards and the strong focus on character development. A code {or concept)
reminds us thatt 1) There 18 a right ang a8 wrong in most cases; 2} As fulure officers
we have the responsibility 1o make moral judgmenis; 3} Just because there is diversily
among different societies and cultures does not mean right and wrong is unknowable; 4)
Finally, the codes help prevent us from falling down the slippery slope of ethical relativism
{anyihing goes) thal has been detrimental in developing characler and counter 1o the
protessional military ethic.

The advantages of codes are they reflect the wisdom of the ages, they urge us 10 act
honorably, and they caplure some of the disceming judgment we would hope students
davelop. H i important {0 note that codes have limitations. Codes should never be
subsiitutes for educational wisdom and virtue, but can be used as a primer or calalyst 1o
stimulate character reflection and development {(Toner, 1885). Character development
encompasses more than just the Honor Code; it also includes the Alr Force Core Valuss,
human relations, ethics, and moral and spirffual development. Your OTS experience
is designed to make character central o your development into tomorrow’s Alr Force
waders by

« instiling self-discipline, ethics, and accountabilily for ane’s actions.

= Investing leadership with a spirit of professional integrity as relevant to the future
as it is foday.

»  Producing officers who have the knowledge, character, and motivation essential
to lsadership.

The Honor Code
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As professionals entrusted with the defense of this nation, we must exhibit a level of
intagrity that is beyond reproach. Whaen this trust is broken, confidence in the military, in
civilian leadership, and in our national defense can sulier greatly. To prepare us for this
demanding aspect of life as commissioned officers, OTS has accepted the Honor Code
as the minimum standard. Your success as an officer depends upon your integrity and
honoy, and if you are 1o be effective leaders vou must diligently practice integrity and
make decisions based upon thal, Compliance with the narmrow tenets of the Code s only
a beginning. The Code requires you to be an honest parson by avoiding lying, chealing,
and stealing, The Code also requires you 1o undertake the professional responsibility of
saif-policing or non-oleration,

Each trainee is respansible to report suspected violations of our MHonor Code. Not for
personal gain, bul rather for the good of the school o foster growth and characier
development of the individual. It is also our responsibility to the American public to
mainiain high ethical standards that will gain their rust. It is every irainee’s duty 1o correct
a situation that is wrong, whether or not it involves a viclalion of the Code.

-6
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HONOR CODE

1

“We will not lie, steal or cheat, nor tolerate among us anyone who does.’

POSITIVE PRINCIPLES

Honesly, Respect, Fairmess, Responsibility, Integrity, Duty, Living
Honorably

AIR FORCE CORE VALUES

Integrity First, Service Before Selt, and Excelience in All We Do

LIVING HONORABLY

Did { get all of the facts?

Did | apply ethical principles, precepts, and values?

Is i1 a selfish decision? Would | go public with my decision?

Am | ireating others as | would want 1o be treated?

Am | gaining or allowing the gain of a privilege or advaniage to which { am not entitled?
How would | advise my best friend?

[oas this action attempt to decsive or allow anyone 1o be decsived?

Would | be satistied if | were on the receiving end of this action?

Am iving up o the highest ethical standards - living honorably?

The Honor Code 17
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SCENARIOS

The tollowing are similar 1o actual situations. Read each oneg and think about whether or
not they should be labeled as Honor Code violations,

-

2d Lt Stomp is working on his graded letler. Me's notified he has a phone c¢all. He
leaves the letier on his desk. Me returns 15-minutes later fo find his roommate, 2d Lt
Mann, reading his final draft. Lt Stomp pulls the paper from his roommale’s hands,
bundles up the test booklet and all his papers and leaves the room. Realizing he
was in the wrong for leaving the letter unsecured, Lt Siomp decides to keep the
incident to himsell. The FLT/CC, in grading the letfers, notes numerous similarities
between LI Stomp’s and Lt Mann’s letters. MHe calls the two 1o his office 1o explore
the coincidence. Both deny any knowledge of wrongdoing. Mas an MHonor Code
viclation occurred?

2d Lt Henry picks up "his” flight cap as he lgaves the dining hall and joins his flight,
When he arrives back at his room, he stores “his” cap. The naxt morming, 0TS
staff designates that BDU's are 1o be worn, During the day, his Hight commandey
nspects 1o ensurs that all tems on display have appropriale laundry markings. She
notices Lt Henry's fllght cap has someone elsa’s markings. She notifies L Henry's
instructor, and the Squadron Commandsr that L Henry has stolen property on
display. Has an Honor Code violation occurred?

2d L1 Becky Dodd and 24 Lt Thomas Kelly have developed a very close relationship
while at 078, Lt Kelly's wile 18 stalioned at Moron AS, Spain. Lt Dodd's hushand
is stationed at BAF Lakenheath, England. 2d LI Simpson, L1 Kelly's roommaits,
returned to his room and found Lt Dodd and Lt Kelly in an "embarrassing situation.”
Lt Simpson leaves the room and contempiates what he must do. The Li's were
chaating on their spouses, bul he can't bring himself to turn in his roommate o
the FLY/CC. He dacides to remain silent, knowing no one cther than the trainees
in guestion knows he saw anything, and they won't say anything. Has an Honor
Code viotation occurred? What should Lt Simpson do?

2d Li Green, on the way to the bathroom, realizes he forgot his foothpaste. He stops
at 2d Lt Black’s room and borrows his toothpaste without his knowledge. When he
finishes, he returns the toothpaste. Has an Honor Code violation occurred?

ist L Coale, a missile launch officer based at Malmstrom AFB, Montang, is
applying for Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT). His application form rgguests
information about any previous flving experence, either civillan or military. 14
Coale lacks sevearal howrs 10 get his private pilot’s license, but he feels having his
license will better his chances for selection. The application deadling is lomomow.
Unfortunalely, he isn't scheduled {0 recaive his private pilol's flight check untl
next waekend. On the application form, he indicates he currently has his license
because he knows the form will take several weeks to process. Has st Lt Coale
violated the Honor Code?
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B 4-year education and training curriculum

m 33 lessons during 4-years

# Emphasis on fourth/third-classmen

m 13 basic thg lessons focus on honorable living
Aligned w/Officer Development System principles
Create and capture teachable moments

m Cross-mission element effort

Provide knowledge, experience, opportunities for
reflection and a forum to discuss issues

Focus on real vs abstract issues

Integrity - Service - Excellence
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Version |

Obijective 3

Know the AFROTC Honor Code

Required for, IMT

Overview: This lesson 18 designed {o teach the Cadet Honor Code. I should be faught by a
cadre member, or a senior POC with cadre participation. Ideally, it should be one of the first
fessons presented to your new cadets. The lesson plan provided can be tatlored from a 30 -~ 90
minute lesson, depending on how you see fit. If you use the shorter lesson, the case studies and
role-playing scenarios could be used for a later LLAB session to re-emphasize the Honor Code.
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PART1

Lesson Title: Cadet Honor Code

Instructor: POC Cadet

Teaching Method: Informal Lecture/Guided Discussion
Time Required: 30 minutes (IMT/AS 100}

Interrelated Information: Core Values

Visual Alds: PowerPoint Slides; Handouts

Student Preparation: Article My Turn (at end of lesson plan)
Certified by: Holm Center/CR (Dr. Charles Nath i)

PART IA
Cognitive Lesson Obijective: Know the Cadet Honeor Code,

Cognitive Samples of Behavior:

State the AFROTC Cadet Honor Code.

Define each element of the Cadet Honor Code.

Know procedures for reporting a suspected Cadet Honor Code violation.

Identify misuse of the Cadet Honor Code.

Recognize the difference between breaking a rule and violating the Cadet Honor Code.

WA R L 2

Affective Lesson Objective: Respond to the importance of the Cadet Honor Code.
Affective Sample of Behavior: Actively participate in a discussion of the Cadet Honor Code,
PART IB

Strategy:  The purpose of this lesson is 1o ensure cadets know the Cadet Honor Code, This
lesson should be presented to IMT(AS100) cadets as early as possible in their first ferm to
emphasize the importance of the Honor Code and living by it at all times. Cadets need to realize
the benefits of hving by the Code. Recommend this lesson be taught either by cadre personnel or
a well-qualified cadet with a cadre member present,

Thirty minutes is the suggested minimum fime requirement that must be spent on this cbjective.
The matenal n this lesson plan may take up to 1.5 hours fo present. Yeou can either pick the
parts you want to do during the 30 minutes, ot spend mote time on it as you see fit. Since you're
only required 1o present a 30-minute lesson, explaining the essentials of the Honor Code {points
A-C) is key to the lesson objective. You may opt to do any or all of the additional materiais
{pomts D-F) or use them for rainy day sessions at other times rather than teaching this all in one
LLAB session.

The lesson plan provides additional material, including case studies, role-playing scenarios, and
an article, "My Tura” For the case studies, students review them and discuss whether or 5ot an
Honor Code or regulation violation has occurred. Each case presents a different slant on the
Honor Code. The essential teaching point is that Honor Code violations are different from
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regulation violations; recognizing "which-is-which” is extremely imporiant. The role-playing
scenarios are designed to help students feel comfortable when confronting Honor Code violators.
Finally, discussing the article, "My Turn,” ties together the Core Values and the Honor Code,

{Lesson Gutline

A. The Intent and Purpose of the Honor Code
i. Iatent of the Code
2. Purpose of the Code

B. The fow elements of the Honor Code

1. Lying

2. Cheating
3. Stealing

4. Toleration

C. Procedures for Handhing a Suspected Honor Code Violation
i. Approach violator
2. Alert first person available

D. Misuse of the Honor Code

H. Case Studies: We'll look at several cases and discuss which constitute Honor Code violations
and which are regulation violations.

F. Role Playing Scenarios: Practice approaching suspected Honor Code violators,

(. The article, "My Turn™: Identify how the Honor Code relates to our Core Values, as
illastrated by the article.
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PART I
INTRODUCTION
ATTENTION

{Suggested: "We will not lie, steal or cheat, nor tolerate among
us anyone who does.”

This is the Cadet Honor Code—<can you live up to #t7 It's a code
of Honor you're expected fo live up to throughout vour entire
career—both on and off the job.}

MOTIVATION

{Suggested: Why do we need an Honor Code? Trust and integrity are essential in the milifary.
Without frust and integrity our credibility as a peacekeeping force would erode. The Air Force
Honor Code establishes a standard of moral behavier we maust accept. } provides the foundation

of a personal code of ethics, which will last a Iifetime.)

OVERVIEW
A, The Intent and Parpose of the Honor Code
{. Intent of the Code
2. Purpose of the Code
B. The four elements of the Honor Code
i. Lying
2. Cheating
3. Stealing
4. Toleration
€. Procedures for Handling a Suspected Honor Code Violation
i. Approach violator
2. Alert first person available
D. Misuse of the code
E. Case Swdies: We'll look at several cases and discuss which constitute Honor Code violations
and which are regulation violanions.
Role Playing Scenarios: Practice approaching suspected Honor Code violators.
. The article, "My Turn": Identify how the Honor Code relates to our Core Values, as
lastrated by the article.

e

TRANSITION
{Suggested: First let's see 1f we can memorize the Cadet Honor Code.)
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DEPARTNMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADGUARTERS AIR FORCE GLOBAL STRIKE COMMAND

26 February 2014
MEMORANDUM FOR AFGSC/CC

FROM: HOQ AFGSC/IA
SURJECT: Legal Review of the Investigating Officer’s (10} Report of Investigation (ROI)

Coneerning [CBM Testing Culture, Malmstrom AFB, MT and 20th Al Foree
{20 AF)

0)5).

PO LBiar AN REsurg



0)5).
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0)5).
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(D))
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0)5).

0)5).

{Isigned//
[ere- FA Col, USAFR
Asgistant Staft Judge Advocale
{Isigned//
{oe: |[Tot, USAF.

Acting Staff Judge Advocate
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